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I 
"No two persons are born alike but each 
differs from the other in individual 
endowments, one being suited for one 
thing a.nd another for another, and all 
things will be provided in superior 
quality and quantity and with greatest 
ease, when each man works at a single 
occupation, in accordance with his 
natural gifts.n 
PLATO 
c 
! 
Pre.face 
Within the past twenty-.five years the .field 
o.f personnel Management has been attracting widespread 
attention among students o.f management and those who 
III 
are interested in fUl.filling properly executive positions 
o.f responsibility. 
The .field is so broad that this thesis is 
devoted to merely one phase o.f it, namely Merit Rating, 
and fUrther still restricted to .financial institutions 
in one area, the Metropolitan Area o.f Boston. 
Because the subject o.f rating touches everyone 
in business today whether he be executive or employee, 
it assumes more and more a place o.f importance in the 
management .field. 
Although in many respects Business Management 
is still not yet recognized as a science, it is believed 
that by certain methodology and the use o.f scienti.fic 
methods o.f approach, its various phases can be studied 
and action taken which is more scienti.fic than that o.f 
previous years. 
Much has been written about Merit Rating 
already by learned men, but the practices in use in 
business and these institutions in particular today as 
this thesis seeks to illustrate are .far .from scienti.fic 
., 
and lack uniformity. Evidence is presented, however, 
that management is concerned with the personnel approach 
more than ever before. 
IV 
The subject is by no means exhaustively covered 
by this thesis, but it points to the direction correctional 
work may take in the perfection and revision of existent 
systems. students of the subject may be further guided 
by the references of the bibliography for more exhaustive 
coverage of the various aspects touched on by this paper. 
The author wishes to express sincere appreciation 
and thanks to the many officers of banks and insurance 
companies and others who were most cooperative, under-
standing and cordial and who helped make the survey 
informative, instructive and ehjoyable by their valuable 
contributions. 
Eleanor Fagan Teague 
April 17, ;1.952 
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INTRODUCTION 
Merit rating is but a segment or the field of 
personnel Administration. However, there is perhaps no 
other praetice in this field that has attracted such 
widespread attention in recent years. 
Whereas job evaluation is concerned with the 
relative worth or jobs in an enterprise, merit rating 
seeks to evaluate the relative worth of the employees 
in these jobs. It recognizes that each individual is 
unique and differs from his fellow workeF. The require-
ments of two jobs may be identic~l, but the incumbents 
may differ greatly in their capabilities, their interests 
and efficiency in this job. It attempts to seek out and 
differentiate between the person who barely satisfies 
the requirements of the job and the one who greatly ex-
ceeds the requirements. Impartial me~tt rating high-
lights the differences between individuals for manage-
ment and as such is a valuable personnel tool. 
The term ttmerit rating" is relatively new and 
is not universally identified by this name. To many 
readers the evaluation of the performance of employees 
may be more familiarly recognized as: service rating, 
personnel review, progress repart, executive evaluation, 
performance review or rating, and estimates upon non-
measurable abilities, qualities, traits, habits or 
achievements. 
1. 
Merit rating of an employee may be defined as 
the process of evaluating the employeets performance 
on the job in terms of the requirements of the job.* 
In the literature on Personnel Admin~stration~ 
there are many references to merit rating, and there has 
already been considerable work done in the field by 
some progressive and highly skilled Personnel Administra-
tors and psychologists, who have sought to improve the 
procedures used currently in business. However, as yet 
no perfect system appears to have been devised. In 1947 
when the Army ad.opted officially its new Forced Choice 
technique, the result of intensive research of forty 
capable and recognized psychologists, it was felt that 
here at last might be the ideal system. # Even this 
method has been subjected to sharp criticism, and has 
been somewhat modified from the original form in which 
it was introduced. In fact, the literature on the 
subject of rating abounds with bitter criticisms and 
attacks on current practices. 
The controversy about present methods is not 
confined to the various management levels, but rages 
among the employees as well. Labor organizations at 
., 7, p. 186 
#This technique will be discussed in greater detail in 
Chapter II· 
2. 
--~----------------------------.................. .. 
t~es have expressed themselves emphatically in contract 
discussions with management., and among the unorganized 
there is considerable dissatisfaction, as a result of 
which numerous articles have been written by the 
employees themselves expressing their "Vd.ews a,nd raising 
questions as to some of the practices used by management. 
Although this lively attention of all levels 
would appear to be a rather recent development, in it-
self the practice of merit rating is not new. rt has 
always been an integrated part of organization work. 
Throughout the ages, whenever there existed the relation-
ship of employer and employee, there were judgments 
made of an individual and his worth to the organization. 
Where several employees were involved, the employer 
automatically made comparisons of them and their worth 
to him. These ratings were haphazard, sketchy, impulsive 
at times, and for the most part unsystematic. Unrecorded 
as they often were, it was difficult to defend them in 
cases of dispute. Nevertheless, these ratings had just 
as important effect on the future of an individual as 
the more formalized ratings. on the basis of these 
unsystematic judgments, the relationship of su~ervisor 
and employee of necessity changed in one sense or another. 
3. 
Either the employee was discharged, transferred, promoted 
or demoted. Although primitive and outmoded in the 
light of present day business practice, these mental 
judgments or ratings are currently made today in many 
firms even where two hundred or more people are employed. 
Robert Owen has been credited with being one 
of the earliest to use a merit rating device. In the 
nineteenth century, he kept_"character books" for the 
employees of his New Lanark Cotton Mills in scotland. 
Daily reports of employees were recorded in his book 
and a character "blocktt was displayed on the workerts 
bench. Each side of these blocks was colored differently 
and represented an evaluation of the employeers work 
ranging from bad to excellent.* 
From that time until the First Wo~ld war, 
development was slow and sporadic. In 1915 some school 
teachers were rated for merit and in 1917 a rating scale 
was devised for salesmen under the sponsorship of the 
Bureau of Salesmenship Research. ** By 1918 an NICB 
survey found eleven plans started and by 1923, sixteen 
* 9, p. 340 
** 7, p. 180 
.;~"*1' p, 654 
4. 
Government agencies appeared early as leaders 
in an attempt to find some suitable means of evaluating 
their employees. DUring World War I, the Bureau of 
salesmanship Research was successful in interesting the 
then secretary or war in the rating scale, as a result 
of which the Man-to-Man rating scale was introduced 
in the rating of officers of the Army. # From that 
time on, the Army has worked with rating scales, and 
in World war II, they conducted extensive research with 
a view to improving the rating procedure and eliminating 
some or the weaknesses in their rating form. 
The Classification Act of 1923 specified the 
procedure to be used in rating employees of the Federal 
Government. The system, revised from time to time, is 
still in effect as a basis for judging the perf.ormance 
of employees on the job. The latest revision is known 
as the performance Rating Act of 1950. ## 
While there has been a steady increase in the 
development and use of merit rating systems in industry, 
the awakening of business enterprises particularly those 
employing "white collar" workers to its potentialities 
as an effective management tool would appear to have 
been slow. The "white collar" worker had for so long 
# This scale is described in detail in Chapter II 
## public Law 873, Slat Congress; approved 30 September 
1950, effective 29 December 1950. 
5. 
been identi~ied with the executive function that greater 
concentration was made on the man in the shop to the 
sublimation of the importance o~ the office worker. 
Although incentives and piece rates have been introduced 
into the office of late, there have been relatively ~ew 
attempts to effectively determine the relative worth of 
the individual employee. 
The manp~er shortages of the past war caused 
many companies to a dopt systems of job evaluation and 
then to revise sxisting forms of rating or to adopt a 
formal merit rating plan. With many, the emphasis lay 
in its use as a part of wage and salary administra~ion 
rather than in its potential use as a m.anagement,·tool. 
possibly, the chief cause of this emphasis, was the 
Wage stabilization Act of 1942, with its limiting 
provisions on salary increases. 
It is in the consideration of its value to 
management, that its greatest possibilities are. Properly 
and effectively administered, it offers management an 
opportunity to utilize the services of all to best 
advantage, as well as to select for future training 
potential executives. 
Large organizations realizing the shortage of 
the supply of. executive material, which the post war 
.. 
period did not alleviate to any great extent, have devoted 
6. 
--~---------------------------------------
considerable time and research to the problem of Executive 
Development of their employees. They have found that 
an effective merit rating plan is a most valuable tool 
to aid them in maintaining a running inventory of their 
most valuable asset, their personnel. Dissatisfaction 
and disappointment with the limitations of plans in 
use gave impetus to research on the subject and inquiry 
into the Army system. 
While the large corporation can afrord research 
and the employment of psychologists to assist them in 
the refinement of their plans, the smaller comDany cannot 
do this. Theirs is the option or adonting one or the 
plans being used successfully by others, altering one 
of them, or devising their own plan. 
A poor merit rating plan is disastrous from the 
point of view of the misinformation it gives management 
as well as the effect on the morale of the workers. 
Employees, even unorganized, are more aware of ratings 
today and feel that management must be pre?ared to 
justify its actions concerning them. 
This thesis will discuss merit rating as it 
applies to the "white collar" worker. Authors now 
include in this classification all employees of all 
levels including the management levels who work for a 
salary. The research on rating will cover all the various 
7. 
levels of employees, and will not confine itself to a 
study ·of the lower levels. 
Another restriction of the scope of this study 
will be as to size of company and type. What has been 
done, is presently being done, and can be done in 
financial institutions is of keen interest to the writer. 
Therefore, research will be done S?ecifically with the 
concept of the needs of financial institutions in mind. 
Since it is believed that the greatest problems 
exist for those employing approximately 5,000 employees, 
concentration on the requirements of such institutions 
will be made. As stated previously, these companies 
do not generally have the highly trained personnel staffs 
that the larger companies in industry have, nor the aid 
of trained psychologists to institute their various plans. 
However, it is no less important for them to have a 
sound system of personnel Administration for effectively 
carrying out the aims of management. 
The objectives of this thesis then will be to: 
first, conduct research in connection with the principal 
types of merit rating systems and to discuss their relative 
advantages and disadvantages particularly with the require-
menta of financial institutions in mind; second, to ex-
plore the effectiveness of merit rating systems as a 
a. 
-·----------------------------------------· 
management tool; and third1 to arrive at conclusions and 
recommendations as to the tyne of plan or plans best 
suited for financial institutions employing approximately 
5 1 000 employees. 
As a basis for the exploration of the subject 
of merit rating, it is proposed to conduct research in 
~the literature on the subject to ascertain what has 
already been done in the field, and.to conduct an 
original survey of financial institutions in the 
metropolitan area of Boston to study their systems and 
determine what work has been done in the field, how 
they are meeting the problems of administration of their 
plans, pointing out the weaknesses and strengths of 
their practices and if possible arriving at conclusions 
where, as a whole, improvements in current practices 
can be made with a view to improving personnel practices 
and management employee relations. 
9. 
I Disuussion of Merit Rating 
A· Merit Rating Programs 
Merit rating of employees is one of the oldest 
and most universal practices of management.* Long before 
any name was attached to the process or that it was even 
identified--as a process, management rated its employees. 
Whenever one person was selected for promotion over 
another, or given a raise, or discharged, in essence a 
rauing or evaluation, however informal, of the relative 
worth of two or more employees was made. 
Since the early part of this century the practice 
,;' 
10 .. 
of rating has been isolated and identified as an important 
management tool. While the concept of individual differences 
in training and skill has long been recognized by industry, 
some employers do not so clearly recognize the fact that 
there are basic differences in capacities of individuals 
which are important in every phase of personnel manage-
ment. Evidence to the effect that these differences are 
reflected in the individual's worth to the company is 
overwhelming in the light of the numerous studies made 
by psychologists in recent years. 
In spite of the many criticisms leveled against 
certain systems of rating now in use, it is not a question 
of' whether or not to rate, but rather how to rate. 
The question to be decided is whether to have 
a definite management policy on rating and to install 
a program suited to the needs of the company or to 
resort to the haphazard methods of prior years. 
Heretofore the chief emphasis seems to have 
been on rating of the nonsupervisory employee, but in 
recent years increasing interest and attention has been 
focused on the necessity of rating supervisors and execu-
tives. Manpower shortages produced by world war II, not 
alleviated to any great extent by the aftermath and 
present emergency, have caused thoughtful enterprises 
to study the problem of Executive nevelonment. With 
the focusing of industry's attention in this direction, 
an awareness grew that proper measurements of the 
differences of the individual were necessary, and that 
some means must be used to ascertain not only his oresent 
abilities but his future capacities. 
Today, therefore, in studying the problems 
involved in the installation of a merit rating program 
the, first questions that must be resolved are that of 
scope and objectives desired to be attained through its 
installation. 
Even though at its inception, only the non-
supervisory employees are covered by the plan, it should 
11. 
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be so constructed that all levels of supervision and 
management can be included at a later date. Although 
a company may not at this time be interested actively in 
the broad problem of executive development and replace-
ment~ a better evaluation of the most valuable asset 
of the company, its personnel, is secured. 
B· Objectives 
Any of a number of objectives may be sought by 
a company in the installation of a merit rating program. 
perhaps the most common objective is the simple one of 
determining in a systematic fashion who is to receive 
a pay increase. 
The primary objectives of a merit rating program 
are usually:* 
1. to determine the relative rate of an 
employee within a given range of a particular 
job classificatio~; 
2. to aid in selecting persons for promotion, 
demotion or layoff; 
3. to aid the supervisor in his conferences 
with an employee when trying to get him to 
overcome weaknesses. 
Although any one or more of these objectives 
may be sought and stated as a policy by a company in 
the inst~llation of a merit rating program, there are 
~f- 7, p. 187 
12. 
many other uses for ratings of employees: 
1. as a continuation of the selection process 
in deciding whether probationary employees will 
be retained. 
2. as ameans of assisting new employees to 
meet the job requirements. 
3. as a record.of progress of·new employees. 
4. as an aid to the supervisor in correct 
placement of his personnel by highlighting each 
individualts own peculiarities. 
5. as a training device for supervisors, to 
13. 
help them study their own jobs and the effective-
ness of their sections or departments. 
6. as a means of developing better supervision 
by focusing the attention of supervisors on 
each individual and the requirements of each 
job. 
7. as a criterion for the Personnel Depart-
ment to measure its effectiveness in selection 
and placement of personnel. 
8. as an aid in systematic planning for re-
placements on jobs due to retirement, death or 
resignation of incumbents. 
9. as part of the background record of an 
employee. The collection of ratings along 
with other information of the employee assists 
the personnel Department in all personnel 
matters with employees. Complete records 
facilitate discussion with aggrieved employees. 
c. Benefits ~ Values 
When the objective of merit rating is defined 
as an evaluation of the contribution of individuals for 
the purpose of determining who will get pay increases, 
its use is limited and the vision of management short-
-~---------------------------------
sighted. Within the framework of wage and salary 
administration, there is a limit beyond which no further 
increase can be awarded sensibly to an employee in a 
given job whether or not job evaluation has been 
established. 
There is one school of thought which is opposed 
to the use of merit rating as a means of deciding whether 
or not an employee will get pay increases. Psychologists 
holding this belief, maintain that employees will get 
increases whether merit is considered or not. 
Dr. Reign Bittner, one of the proponents of 
this thought, states: <i~ 
"As soon as you attach direct consequences 
to the merit rating, you do something to 
the ratings. Raters will see to it that 
the merit ratings do not prevent them from 
taking the action they feel is desirable. 
For example, in order to oe promoted in 
the Army an officer must have a certain 
average rating. The result was that most 
all officers were rated at or above the 
critical level. Commanding officers were 
generally unwilling to hold a man back. 
In addift on, it was difficult to get rid 
of a man with a low rating." 
In contemplating any personnel action whether 
it be promotion, transfer, or pay increases, ratings 
should be referred to but they should not be made a 
specific requirement. 
14. 
It is in consideration of objectives other 
than pay increases that the greatest values of merit 
rating systems appear, as applied particularly to the 
clerical workers. By anilarge financial incentives 
are not prevalent in this field, although some work 
has been done in this direction for certain classifica-
tions. For the most ~art, the average salaried employee 
is basically management minded.* He is justified in 
this feeling, since it is a slogan of many companies 
that for every new president appointed a new office 
boy is hired. 
The desires for security,_ advancement and 
recognition are ~portant to the clerical worker 
generally. He wants to be recognized as an individual, 
to know where he stands, and to be distinguished for 
merit where merit is due. 
A system which takes into consideration these 
fundamental drives of the individual can reap many 
benefits through greater satisfaction and happiness of 
the individuals and increased productivity generally. 
Recognition of the importance of the morale of the 
employees and the proper welding of them into a _sound 
organization can facilitate considerably the attain-
ment of management objectives. 
15. 
A sound merit rating system properly installed 
and administered would appear to have far greater bene-
fits than the mere financial rew~rding of deserving 
individuals. some of the other benefits accruing .from 
such a system are: 
1. more effective personnel Administration. 
Merit rating provides a check on the success 
of recruitment, selection and placenent pro-
cedures, and aids in the development o.f 
selection tests. 
2. Better development o.f supervision is 
attained through the sharpening of the focus 
of supervisors on the component parts of their 
sections or departments. 
3. Development of permanent records on each 
individual on a systematic basis aids the 
Imlllagement in plaruD.ing changes in personnel. 
4. permanent records can be used for pro-
motion, transfer, demotion, or layoff. 
5. Employee relations are improved. Dis-
cussion o.f ratings show employees exactly 
what is expected o.f them, and how they can 
meet these requirements. 
6. Employees are stimulated to do better 
work. Frank and .fair discussions help each 
employee to appraise himself and determine 
what he has to do in order to reach his own 
personal goal.. 
7. Hidden talent is revealed and can be 
earmarked for future development. 
8. Long range personnel planning is .facili-
tated eliminating the frantic search for re-
placements due to emergencies. Transfers 
and promotions can be made systematically 
throughout the entire organization. 
16. 
9. Merit rating may disclose areas in-
w~ich training would be advantageous. 
c. Weaknesses or Faults 
------
It has been wisely stated that there has yet 
been devised no perfect merit rating system. rn spite 
17. 
of the intensive research and experimentation with various 
plans and the interest of psychologists on the subject, 
there is no plan existent today which has been exempt 
from severe criticism. 
It appears that the weaknesses of the systems 
are not so much the fault of any particular form or plan, 
but rather the imperfections of man himself and the limita-
tions of his own capacities. The success of any plan 
revolves around the capacities of suoervisors to judge 
accurately, fairly, consistently and without bias the 
people who work for them. 
practically all plans are subject to the trhalo" 
effect. The "halo" effect may be defined as the constant 
tendency of a rater to rate an individual either high 
or low in many traits because the rater knows (or thinks) 
the individual to be high or low in some specific or 
particular trait.* 
Many forms do not eliminate the elements of 
personal bias and prejudice. Bias, whether conscious or 
unconscious, is a common tendency of ·humans, and programs 
* 10, p. 333 
that do not take this fact into consideration are subject 
to sharp criticism. 
Raters may not all have uniform standards. 
~f.hile some have a tendency to mark consistently low or 
high, or average, for the most part the tendency is 
toward high ratings. Because of' the variance in standards 
there is a lack of' agreement on the same employee by 
supervisors who have seen him work under dif'f'erent 
conditions or have a varying degree of' acquaintanceship 
with the individual. The construction of' a composi. te 
rating by pooling several individual judgments can 
therefore result in as unrealistic a measure of' an 
employee as a single rating. 
No scientific verif'ication of' the reliability 
and validity of many systems is made, which casts grave 
doubts as to their eff'ectiveness or usefulness and can 
cause great harm to the organization. Most scales have 
been constructed by the selection of a committee who 
18. 
sit down and "think outn just what factors in job per-
formance are important in the individual company. Little 
consideration is given to whether the job factors selected 
could be proven to be actually involved in job performance. 
The downfall of' many a system of employee ap-
praisal has been caused by its failure to withstand the 
devastating effects of individual differences among the 
raters or appraisers .oJ(o Raters are known to differ in 
their abilities to appraise their subordinates. They 
also respond differently to individual factor definitions., 
no matter how carefully they are phrased. 
It is true that the individual differences in 
raters must be regarded as one of the dangers of merit 
rating, but not one that. is insurmountable when its 
existence is recognized. In one company., this was clearly 
recognized as a danger and precautions were taken in the 
definition of traits in the construction of the rating 
form to insure a unanimity of interpretat.ion by the 
different raters, peers, suneriors and subordinates. 
In addition to closely supervised conference training, 
individual ratings were reviewed with the raters before 
acceptance. A later study to determine the success of 
this phase of the program was conducted by Mr. L.w. 
Ferguson. ~~ His conclusion was that it would appear, 
f'rom the experience of that company, possible to develop 
a method of appraisal that can yield valid and useful 
information in spite of the variation in the respective 
abilities of the raters or appraisers to rate or appraise 
subordinates. 
Lack of su~.ficient .training of the raters is 
responsible for the disappointment in and abandonment 
* 53, P• 382 
** 53., p. 382 
- -' 
19. 
26. 
of many rating program~ •. Because a man has been in a 
supervisory position for several years and has intimate 
contact with and control over personnel, it is falsely 
assumed that it is unnecessary to provide for adequate 
training. It is further presumed that written instructions 
alone are sufficient to achieve effective ratings. Mr. 
Ferguson attributes the ultimate success of his program 
to the careful' attention given the training of the raters. 
Intended to eliminate insofar as possible the differences 
in raters, closely supervised conferences were held. 
written detailed instructions were explained and discussed 
by the personnel Director, along with the various aspects 
of the rating procedure. In addition, in order to control 
overly generous ratings, the forms were reviewed upon 
completion with each manager before acceptance as a 
workable report. 
The f~llacy of the presumption that written 
instructions will be effective and that they will replace 
training of raters, has been conclusively demonstrated 
by the Army in extensive controlled experiments to deter-
mine how carefully instructions.were followed by raters 
of any rank. * 
*59, p. 426 and 52, P• 420 
~. Characteristics of a Sound System 
Although many authors cite the benefits or 
the dangers to be guarded,against in the construction or 
a sound merit rating program, it is difficult to find a 
listing of the characteristics which should exist in a 
sound program. 
Recently, Dr. M· R. Richardson cited certain 
characteristics as necessary in the establishment of a 
sound program.ifo 
1. The system should be geared directly to 
the needs of the individual company. This 
means that the devices used must have been 
v~lidated by scientific procedures within 
the company, division, or department for 
which it was designed. The content must be 
based on job analysis and expressed in 
language known to be meaningful to those 
who will use it. 
2. The method must be reliable, in the 
sense of consistency of. results if 
~ediately repeated. Without satisfactory 
reliability, no method of rating will work. 
In most rating systems installed in the past, 
this requirement has been neglected. 
3. The results or a rating scale should 
always be expressible in numerical terms. 
4. The devices should be useful for over-
all administrative purposes, and at the 
same time for counseling and training. 
5. The content must be the elements of 
job performance that have been found to .be 
significant. The more important elements 
should have greater weights in the determina-
tion of the overall rating. 
* 36, P• 207 
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6. The results should be as £ree £rom 
unconscious bias and prejudice as 
humanly possible. 
7. some means must be built into the 
device to counteract the almost universal 
tendency to rate too high. It must "spread 
out" the ratings in order to show up the 
real differences that exist among men 
working on the same job. 
8. The form must be easy to fill out and 
self-administering in the sense that it will 
not be necessary to conduct a training course 
at every rating period for th~ purpose of 
getting all rating supervisors to use the 
same methods. 
9. The method should involve, if possible$ 
ways of checking on the care and skill with 
which the form has been £illed out. It 
should make provision for "rating the rater'} 
in order to permit evaluation of the ratings 
he makes. 
10. Finally, but not least important, the 
procedures should be practical, in the sense 
that the results may be obtained, recorded, 
evaluated and summarized economically. 
In the planning or revision of any merit rating 
program, it is important that management consider very 
carefully the objectives to be attained and the uses for 
which the plan is being devised. rt must be remembered 
that merit rating is only a tool to aid management in 
achievement of a certain aim. The objectives to be 
de£ined as management policy should not be defined so 
broadly that they are impossible of attainment of 
achievement. It has been said that it is doubtful that 
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any one plan can achieve all the objectives cited by 
authors and that, therefore, it would be wise to limit 
the selection to as few as possible. 
Consideration should be made of the weaknesses 
and dangers inherent in merit rating and precautions 
developed to counteract these dangers insofar as possible. 
Finally, the characteristics cited can provide a guide 
in the actual development of a plan and as a measuring 
device against the finally completed plan. 
It may not be possible for all to use this 
list of ~naracteristics in its entirety. It might well 
be pointed out that Dr. Richardson wa.s one of the original 
research men with the Army on the Forced Choice Distribu-
tion Method, and that probably these characteristics were 
drawn up with this particular technique in mind. For 
this reason, it may well be found that the cost of con-
struction of a plan to meet all the requirements may be 
prohibitive, but the more important characteristics 
should be existent in the final plan. 
Discussion of the various plans popularly 
used will follow in the next chapter. These characteris-
tics will be useful in the study of the various plans. 
From the descriptions, it will also be noticed that the 
Forced Choice Technique is the only plan which would 
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conform in every respect to all the above listed requirements. 
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II Principle Types of Merit Rating plans 
several different types of merit rating plans have 
been developed over the years.. some have been used so 
co~~only and with such little variation in design that 
they are considered to be basic systems. They are generally 
written about in the various text books, and examples are 
numerous in business and industry. Others are more recent 
developments, usually the result of long and intensive 
research by psychologists with extensive statistical 
training. Reports of these latter plans are found usually 
in technical periodicals, and examples are found in the 
larger companies employing psychologists. 
· A study of the various plans is essential for 
any committee charged with the development of a rating program 
in order that they may ascertain just which of· the general 
types will most nearly enable the company to attain its 
objectives. Each system offers certain advant8ges and 
disadvantages depending on the major purpose for which the 
program is intended. 
In order to attain a goal, it may be found that 
the plan to be developed may be adapted directly from one 
of these methods or a combination of two or more of the plans 
may be necessary. Combining one or more plans is not 
an uncommon practice, and has been quite successful in a 
number of instances. For example, the Army has found that 
the Forced Choice Distribution, one of the newer techniques, 
-.,·<~"'''1 . - ' ~~ 
' 
is most effective and valid when it is combined with the 
graphic scale. 
Other factors which are determinants in the 
selection of the method are the personnel affected by the 
program, the time element and the cost of the system, 
including its installation and administration. 
The personnel affected by the program would 
consist of the staff necessary for its administration, 
the raters and the employees to be rated. The qualifica-
tions and probable attitudes of each of these must be 
gauged as each method is studied and discussed. If the 
group who will a.dm.inister the program is not headed by 
a psychologist, then certain plans must be abandonned. 
The raters must be considered from the point of view of 
their ability to rate and understand the procedure and the 
amount of their time it will consume. If a plan is too 
complicated and difficult to explain simply and satis-
factorily, it may not be possible to sell it to the 
employees leading to hostility toward one of management's 
latest innovations. 
The time element is important both from the point 
of view of the man hours consumed in the installation and 
admi.nistration of the program and also in the addition of 
another burden to already busy line supervisors. 
Although computing the cost as a whole may be 
difficult to estimate, at the eame time management must 
25. 
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TABLE I OPERATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF RATING METHODS 
Operations of Scale 
Construction by Operations of Scale 
Experimenter Used by Rater Name of Method 
--i 
Compiles list of names 1 Ranks individuals on Rank Order 
of ratees for the use i list from best to ! 
of the rater : worst 
Compiles pairs of names : Determines where ratee Linear 
of ratees in which each ; falls on each trait Alphabetic 
name is paired with every continuum; may also Numerical 
other name write in reasons for Graphic i his rating Defined Distributiot 
' Bebaviorgram 
Determines and defines Matches each ratee with Man-to~an 
traits to be rated and one of five individuals 
directs raters to select comprising comparison 
and place five individuals I standard group 1 
at five representative 
points on trait continuum 
1) Collects large number Determines which items Weighted Random 
of behavioral descrip- ! in the list apply to or Check list 
tiona applying to work describe behavior of 
ratees are doing, 2) re- ratee 
quires group of judges to 
sort or rank statements 
using one of psychophisi-
cal methods, 3) selects 
final items on basil of 
scale value and dis-
persia~ obtained in (2) 
Collects large number of Selects alternatives with Forced Choice 
behavioral descriptions in each item as being 
or adjectives applying most descriptive and least 
to work ratees are doing, descriptive of ratee 
2) obtains criterion 
measure of individuals 
who form seale standard- . 
ization group, 3) se-
lects final items on 
basis of their differen-
tiation value, using 
criterion sub-groups 
*Source$ Bethel, L.L., Atwater, F~S., Smith G.H.E., Stackman, H.A. Jr., 
Industrial Organization and Management, New York, McGraw-Hill, 
1950, P• 653 
be always "cost conscious". The cost of' a plan has a 
-def'inite relationship to the size of' the com9any and the 
number of' people to be evaluated. A reasonably small 
company of' 1,000 employees or less could not af'f'ord the 
expensive and.lengthy research prerequisite to the 
installation of' the Forced Choice Technique. A simple 
plan easily installed and administered, if' caref'ully 
planned, would better suit its needs. 
A rather complete summary of' plans is shown 
in Table I. 
A. Man-to-Man Comparison Method 
This system has contributed to the development 
of' merit rating, but has largely disappeared f'rom use today. 
Although originated by the Bureau of' Salesmanship Research 
in 1917~r-, it has been generally associated with the Army 
and is of'ten called the ttArmy Rating scale". 
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The plan utilizes f'ive basic !'actors or character-
istics: (1) physical qualities, (2) intelligence, {3) leader-
ship, {4) personal qualities, (5) general value to the 
service. A short paragraph described each of' the character-
istics and numeri~al values were set up f'or each of the five 
degrees allocated each f'actor. The description and degree 
value f'or the characteristic "intelligence" are as follows:*~" 
~!-7, P• 188 
~H:- 7, p, 602 
••· .• '!'f''f 
Accuracy, ease in learning, ability to 
grasp . ::iuickly the point of view of 
commanding officer, to issue clear and 
intelligent orders, to estimate a new 
situation, and to arrive at a sensible 
decision in a crisis. 
Highest 
High 
Middle 
LOW 
Lowest 
15 
12 
9 
6 
3 
The Rater was required to select an officer of 
his acquaintance who exemplified each of the degrees for 
each factor. In the case of the factor intelligence, 
the person selected as the most representative of the 
highest degree of this factor should be th0 most intelli-
gent officer known to the rater, and likewise the one 
selected as the lowest should be the least intelligent. 
These two degrees are intended to represent extreme cases. 
Each person rated was then measured against this 
human scale, assigning to him the numerical value of the 
individual on the scale whom. he most closely resembled in 
each trait under consideration. The total rating of the 
subordinate is the sum of the ratings of the five separate 
qualities. BY following written instructions carefully, 
the average of any considerable group of officers should 
not be over 60. 
Ideally these scores provided a concrete basis 
on which all persons rated could be compared. 
.. , 
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The Adjutant General made the following statement 
at the conclusion of World war I in a. report about the rating 
sc~!e and its use: 
The accuracy of the result depends largely 
upon the care with which the rating scale 
is constructed. When instructions are 
followed closely and raters do their work 
conscientiously, the ratings show a high 
degree of accuracy and uniformity. No 
other selective system that has ever been 
devised so completely eliminates the 
personal equation or so justly determines 
merit.* 
Elthough this plan was a definite improvement over 
previous plans, it did not prove satisfactory over the years. 
The reasons for its almost total disappearance are probably 
due to the limitations of the plan itself: 
1. The procedure was tireseme and cumbersome. 
The selection of men to be lined up for 
each degree is tedious and difficult to 
do conscientiously. 
2. Being constructed of necessity from the 
experience of the rater, the measuring 
scales differ as much as raters themselves 
will vary. 
3. Nrany raters have difficulty in selecting men 
to use in the master scale because of the 
generalities involved in the criteria. 
Because of the lack of clear cut df;finitions, 
great variation is likely. 
Although the Army was cognizant of certain important weak-
nesses in the system long ago, the plan with few alterations 
was maintained as an important part of the personnel System 
until 1947. 
?~ 1, P• 189 
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A study of the Army's experience with this 
particular plan would be helpful to those contemplating 
the installation of any t~e of merit rating system because 
of the excellent examples of weaknesses that may creep into 
a merit rating system over a period of time. 
By attaching a direct consequence to the system, 
the raters tended to see to it that they did not prevent 
action which they felt was desirable from taking place. 
For example, in the Army a man must have a certain average 
rating for promotion. The result was that rating officers 
generally marked at or above this rating because of 
unwillingness to retard an officerts career. Likewise, 
it was difficult to get rid of a man with a low rating.* 
Consequently, a very few exceedingly poor officers 
were sorted out and the form was adequate for the purpose of 
-.. ~ 
eliminating only the truly and exceptionally poor officer. 
With this exception, the general rule was to 
say only the best about oners subordinates or else "damn 
with faint priase" by saying the next best about more 
inferior officers, or "unkno?ln". This resulted in a distortion 
of the whole scale. Originally as cited above, it was estimated 
that in any large group the average mark would not be over 60, 
but the distortion became so great that what was supposed to 
be "outstanding" and an extreme case for a mark of the highest 
degree of a factor became typical, and to be labeled "satis-
~~52, P• 427 
f'actory" came to be viewed as wholly inef'f'icient.~~o 
How unsatisf'actory and useless ~he system had 
become as a basis f'or comparison and selection for promotion 
was made evident in 1940 when 150 of'ficers were to be selected 
f'or general officers. Of' the 4,000 eligible of'ficers of' 
suitable age, 2,000 were rated as sunerior or best.~:-->:­
obviously, selection could not be made on this basis, so that 
the selecting officers were obliged to fall back on personal 
knowledge, which was exactly what the Army tried to circum-
vent in the adoption of the Man-to-Man comparison. 
B. The Rank Order Method 
Because of the tendency of ratings to concentrate 
at the upper part of the rating scale due to leniency on the 
part of' the raters, some companies prefer the rank order 
system, wh~ch in a sense forces the raters to use all parts 
of the scale. 
Each supervisor is required to rate his men usually 
on one f'actor, namely, how well they perform their job. on 
this basis, he ranks all the men under him from best to 
poorest.. The rating of' a man is determined b:y his position 
on this list. If it is desired to rate the men on more than 
one trait, this process must be repeated as many times as there 
are traits. 
-:t- 5'7, P• 36'7 
~H:- 5'7, p • 36'7 
When several traits are to be considered1 the 
pro.cess becomes tedious and complicated. Tiffin-!~ offers 
a suggestion to facilitate the process. Small cards contain-
ing the names of the men to be ranked are prepared 1 which 
the supervisor then arranges and rearranges according to 
the trait on v;hich he is rating. 
VJhen one trait 1 that of over-all job r,>erformance 
is used, many consider that it is one of the sneediest, 
simplest as well as the most accurate form of rating. It 
is easy to train supervisors and most of them have definite 
ideas as to the relative worth of their employees on this 
one over-all trait. 
There are certain disadvantages which must be 
recognized, however. It is difficult to justify the rating 
to an employee, that is, why he is placed in a certe.in position 
of the list, below someone who, in his estimation, does not 
perform his job as well as he does. When a supervisor has 
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a great many men to evaluate 1 the process may become unv:ieldy. 
psychologists have determined that about twenty-five is the 
optimum number of men to be ranked at one time by a supervisor. 
Rankings are not comparable in groups of different size. 
corrective tables have been devised to counteract this objection. 
It is presumed that each man differs from the others by a 
definite amount, and that none are equal in worth. position-
ing of an individual may be affected by emotional bif;tS on 
the part of the supervisor. 
·::·1~' p. 325 
c. 'Ihe Forced Distribution Method 
This u1etho d is based on the concept of the norJ1ul 
distribution. It is assumed th:;:..t in any group of people 
doing similar vwr\:, there should be a variance in percentages 
of 10-20-40-20-10 fro.n best to poorest. The sunervisor is 
therefore asked to allocate his mon to the scale in the 
percentages given. By forcing the distr:butio:p. in this 
~<lf.i.lliler all p~:;.rt s of the scb.le are used. 
~7ith this system, employees are gener2-lly rated on 
only hvo tr~its: job perfor!uance £Lnd oromotability. The 
decision to rate only on two tr£Lits is not based on 
t::trbitrary judgment, but is r::t.l{el"' the result. of an exhaustive 
statistical study made by Tiffin and his as2oclates.~" In 
thls study of' a t·uelve trait rating sct~le applied to over 
1.,100 lJlen, it was found t'hut in reality only tno .traits ·were 
being ,ueasured. These v;ere "ability to ci.o present job~' and 
nq_uality of performance on the job". 
Descrij_)tive phrases are purposefully omitted 
from the schle, since it is· felt that most supervisors have 
a natural hesitancy anC.. aversion toward plecing a man in a. 
cater;ory whici1 b.es.rs an uncomplimentary descrii)tion. They 
usually will identify~readily the 10 per cent that are least 
co1npetent. Explanation of the principle shov .. ld be discussed 
thoroughly so that all supervisors understand it. 
~~ 10' p. 336-40 
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The cht..rs.cteristic promotability is not subjected 
to the ~orced distribution technique. Ey promotability is 
meant generally supervisory possibilities. Because not 
many are potential supervisors, it is customary to mark them 
either on a three point scale, such as, "very likely 
promotional material", "May or may not be promotional 
material", or "very unlikely to be promotional matel~ial". 
Another practice is to evaluate only those who are potential 
supervisors on this trait, indicating their possibilities by 
such phrases as "ready for promotion now", or "needs 
further trainingn. 
In the development of his simplified forced 
distribution system as a result of the statistical studies, 
Tiffin recognized the need for justification of ratings to 
employees and that ratings should be made in such a way that 
supervisors can discuss them ~reely and confidently with 
employees. Therefore, he suggests thst cards should be made 
up f'or each employee, on the reverse side of which a list 
of' characteristics should be printed. After completing 
his distribution, the supervisor to ·substantiate his rating, 
checks of'f on this list his reasons for this rating. (See 
Figure 1) 
The conference training period of the supervisors 
prior to the installation of the program is an ideal time 
for the compilation of a check list of this type. Not only 
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does it give them a sense of' participation in the program 
itself, but their minds are trained to study more analytically 
their employees. Through discussion a thorough knowledge 
of the characteristics and their relative importance to 
job performance is attained and the supervisor is more 
capable of discussing strong and weak points with his 
employees with tact and understanding. 
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There are several distinct advantages to this 
method of rating. It is simple and speedy and is more 
accurate and valid than many of the more comnlicated systems. 
It forces supervisors of each group to use all sections of 
the scale. one great criticism of many systems is'that 
over a period of time, there is a tendency on the part of 
the re,ters to use only one section of the scale, either the 
up~er or middle, thus defeating the chief purpose of rating, 
. to give a true evaluation of all em·.)loyees. In addition, 
each employee is considered on job performance or how well 
he performs his own job, and so all are rated where they 
belong even when rated on quite different jobs. 
While the emphasis in this system is on the 
rating of two characteristics on an overall basis, it is 
not recommended that such a plan be adopted without the 
check list. The ease and speed with which it can be 
accomplished would tend to lessen its importance in the 
supervisor's mind. It is just as important for him in 
t~is method as any other to know and understand why he rates 
I 
' . . ~·: -_:-. 
10% 20% 
Adams, John Foley, J. Adams, J. 
Brown, James 
Doe, John 
Ellis, Frank 
Foley, John 
Iviacy, Peter 
Last Name First 1~ame Dept. 
Job performance on·Present Job 
Cl D D 
LOW Average 
Supervisory Material 
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40% 
Doe Jo 
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..;; ~ -.... ,. 
20% 
r:=acy, p. 
Ellis ?. 
Clock No. 
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10%' 
Unlikely possible very likely 
obverse of Card prepared for 
each Employee-l~ 
."'-uantity 
QUality 
cooperation 
Initiative 
Dependability 
pers_onality 
versatility 
Loyalty 
Ability to plan 
Reverse Side of Card with 
possible Check List 
Figure 1 - Forms Used for Forced Distribution Method 
~- 10, p. 328 
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on an overall basis the person the way he does. The require-
ment that he substantiate his rating by use or the check 
list will not only keep the importence of the ra:bing process 
firmly fixed in his mind 1 but at the same time tend to 
lessen the effect or emotional bias by forcing him to 
study the strong and weak points or each individual. 
D· Prose Type ~ Free-Form Evaluation 
This type has been used by many companies. In 
its simplest form 1 the supervisor is merely directed to 
comment on each employees perrormance on separate sheets 
of paper, few instructions as to form or content being given. 
The supervisor may be permitted to describe freely the 
employee's perrormance on his job in terms of any ractors 
he personally feels are important to success on the job 1 or 
he may be asked to comment freely on certain specified 
factors designated on the form. 
Many companies using graphic scales have incorporated 
into their forms provisions for this type or evaluation on 
each factor or at the end of the rorm, where generE,l comments 
on overall performance are orten requested. In such cases, 
these freely-expressed comments are deemed the most valu·able 
portion of the evaluation. In the compilation of the more 
complicated check lists, psychologists have round comments 
on other rt:ting rorms or the company an excellent source 
of the phrases or sentences to be used on the check lists. 
rating: 
There are several dis6dvantages to this tyoe of 
1. It is deceptive in its apparent simplicity. 
Actually, if done conscientiously, it is time 
consuming for the rater, and requires skill 
in observance and ability to write. 
2. The ability of the supervisor to express 
himself may influence the rating more than 
the actual merit of the person rated. 
3. There is no uniformity of opinion amone 
executives as to the factors important to 
successful job performance. Each has a 
different measure as well. 
4. The resultant ratings cannot be compared 
easily, one department with another or even 
one person with another in the sa~e depart-
ment. 
These weaknesses inherent in the system may be 
obviated in several ways: 
1. by careful definition of the factors to 
be discussed by the rater 
2. by training of raters so the.t there will be 
more uniformity of thinking among them 
38. 
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Ei11PLOYEE PERltOR~j1A.YCE REPORT 
i 
. -... 
Employee's name i Department Clock Nwnbe::C' 
~U.A.LITY OF 'i"WRK: Describ$ the quality of the employee's 
performance of his requ+red duties, citing specific 
inst.::.nces of unsatisfactory and satisfactory perforcnance. 
Describe any improvement or deterioration in the quality 
of performance of requited duties that has occurred since 
last evalu&tion. 
RATE OF WORKING: Describ~ the Employee's characteristic 
rate of working on his required duties, citing specific 
inst~nces of unsatisfac~ory and satisfactory accomplish-
ments. Describe any improvement or deterioration in 
the rate of working tha~ has occurred since the 
previous evaluation. ! 
- ' 
RECOJ.\ilriEl'IDAT IONS: 
or anticipated 
i 
outline! nature of recommended action, 
action t'o be taken by suoervisor .. 
t 
i 
i 
EXPU.-NATION OF RECOWbiENDATIOES: Add any comments 
necessary for explanation of recomr,1endations, reviews, 
etc. indicated. ' 
signature of Rater 
Signature of' Dept. Head 
' 
Figure 2 - one form of ptose type or free-form 
with commentslrequested on specif:tc 
f~ctors, 
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3. by follow-up :interviews with the raters 
for the purpose of cla.rifying their present 
i 
ratings, to assi~t in the preparation of more 
i 
satisfactory fui;;~re ratings, and to insure 
i 
greater uniformi~y of content of all ratings. 
j 
4. by use of a r;ating conrraittee to coordinate 
! 
all the ratings df the company, or even to 
; 
give a final ratlng to each individual on 
! 
the basis of the;description of performance 
given. 
E. Check Lists Method 
As the name implies, rating is accomplished 
by merely placing a checkimark in the appropriate space 
on the form provided the fater. These lists or forms 
are typically made up of ~elected descriptive phrases~ 
statements or questions r?lating to performance on the 
I 
! 
job. 
In its simplest form, specific items are 
selected to serve as an ihdication of the presence or 
absence of certain traitsi arid require only "yes" or "no" 
ans' .. ers. Other 
~t.e.ms that seem 
i 
forms req~ire only a check mark opposite 
i 
anplicabl~ to the person being rated. 
. ! 
Refinements have been madb by many to avoid the inaccuracies 
frequently encounted by s~ch ans·wers and also to overcome 
! 
I 
rater resistance so that ;a wider range of choice is given 
! 
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the rater, someti:nes as many as five different possibilities. 
When constructed in this manner, the check list resembles 
very closely a simple scalee This latter type has proven 
more acceptable to the r~ters who feel that their opinions 
are more accurately stated. 
The speed of this procedure and the ease with 
which rating is accomplished makes this t;n)e of rating 
very attractive to supervisors, particularly of large groups. 
However, it is quite evident that a good check list could 
not be achieved by the random selection of statements or 
the ado:ption of some used by another company. Its success 
or failure is dependent on the care and skill with which 
the questions or statements are compiled. 
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This ty~e of rating to be effective must be 
developed by psychologists skilled in statistics. In addition 
to the gathering of descriptive statements, they are tested 
statistically to discover whether they are significant or 
not in determining success in the performance of the job 
and for success with the company. This process entails the 
gathering of hundreds of descriptive statements from super-
visors themselves in order that the phraseolcgy may be 
familiar to them, testing and eliminating statements until 
a list containing from 30 to 50 items is finally compiled 
for final testing by actual rating. 
Because of the necessity for extensive psycho-
logical research and the expense involved in the installa-
tion and administration of a plan of this type, check lists 
have not been too widely accepted. Where used, excellent 
results have been reported, but unless an organization is 
willing and able to sup~ort such an extensive project, 
it would be wiser to use a different method of rating. 
III Ability to plan and Understand Work 
A B C Has no trouble understanding instructions 
Understands instructions readily 
Detailed instructions are often necessary 
Check List - Multiple Choice 
please check any st~tements which seem applicable to the 
person being rated. 
on his own initiative has developed a new and improved 
-method of handling part of the work. 
Has shown an interest in cost. 
Has readily pasfed on credit for successful results to 
-someone else. 
Has readily a&nitted he was to blame when an error was 
--discovered in his own work or in the work of the men under 
him. 
Has ignored suggestions for hisown ~aprovement. 
-- -
on more than one occasion has failed to take the 
--initiative when it was expected of him. 
Check list based on statistically 
tested behavioral items collected 
from supervisors* 
Figure 3 - Check lists 
* 19, P• 160 
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p. Graphic Scales 
This is perhaps the most familiar to neople a:ud 
possibly the most widely used today of all types of rating 
forms. It involves basically the rating of the employee 
on several different characteristics or factors, each of 
which is followed by a scale on which the rater indicates 
the degree of presence of the trait most descriptive of 
the individual. 
Although there are perhaps as many variations 
of' this method as there are com9anies using them, basically 
they may be clas~ified as continuous or discontinuous. 
le Continuous scale 
In its simplest form, the continuous scale con-
sists of a straight line placed at the right of' the trait, 
the extremes of which indicate the maximum and minimum 
degrees of' presence of' the trait under consideration. 
The rater is expected to indicate on the line 
exactly where the individual belongs. Because of its 
nature, the rater is called upon to make fine discrimina-
tion,s of'ten far beyond his ability. There is-little 
guidance for the rater, and possibly for this reason 
some have altered it by placing along the line guideposts 
indicating percentages, alphabetical references, or 
descriptive words. 
Despite these aids, it has been recognized that 
- . _,._.,_,.,,\.-·,.l·.· 
.. . ·, 
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this type of scale is impractical, and that such fine 
discrLninations not only give false impressions of 
accuracy but distort the value of the form. It is rapidly 
being replaced by the discontinuous type of scale, which 
is preferred by the rating supervisors because it is more 
defensible. 
Linear Rating Scale 
Quality of work 
outstand-
ing 
Above 
Average 
Average Below 
Average 
Unsatisfactory 
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Percentage Rating Scale 
Intelligence~~----~----~~--~~--~~--~~----~~~~--~~ 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 -100 
Alphabetical Rating scale 
Attitude 
A B c D E 
Figure 4 - Types of Continuous Scales 
2. Discontinuous Type scale 
This type of scale recognizes the ineffectiveness 
of the continuous scale and the inability of people to 
make the extremely fine discriminations required by it. 
The form consists usually of a list of several traits 
vv-hich are considered significant for success, et:t.ch of which 
is followed by four or five degrees re~;.resenting gr&.dations 
of the presence of the trEdt from maximum to minimum or 
vice versa. ~~ile it is still co@non to express the 
degrees in such terms as outstanding, well above average, 
average, below average, and poor, there has been a trend 
away from the use of such controversial words as "aver~:;:.gen 
to the extent that such descriptive words are omitted 
entirely from some forms and a brief sentence descrintion 
is substituted. This trend in word descriptions for 
tr~it gradations is also apparent in the li sting of the 
traits themselves. Some corapanies follow the name of 
the trait with a short, rather complete description, while 
others have omitted entirely any mention of a trait by 
name, simply describing it as clearly and. completely as 
possible. 
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The practice of describing traits and subdivisions 
not only results in greuter uniformity of meaning among 
the raters, but also it forces the raters to 1•ead and 
consider each factor in rel.::~tion to the person beingr ated. 
( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
INDUSTRY starts slowly, In term::. t tent coasts Consistent 
stops EiUickly spurts along worker 
INITIATIVE 
( ) -· .. 
Superior Av~r~ge Falr) uns~tlsfactory 
Figure 5 Discontinuous scale 
There is a wide variety in both the traits 
rated and in the number of traits used on any form. 
Although the range in number may be from four to twenty 
.oda, there has been a preference for simplification ·or 
forms and a reouction in the number of traits rated. 
Tiffin-l~ suggests that possibly ten would be the proper 
number of traits used on the basis of a survey nllide by 
him. some confine their forms.to objective traits, 
others use only subjective, while still others combine 
the two successfully. 
There is lack of agreement as to whether 
overall evaluation in numerical terms should be used 
with this type form. Psychologists seem to incline 
toward the eventual determination of scores arrived 
at stc.tistica.lly. Some com~1anies arbitrarily assign 
weights to each trait subdivision and give an overall 
numerical or alphabetical evaluation, others use it only 
for employee development and guidance and also feel 
very stronGlY that you cannot express human values in 
numerical terms. 
A study of the examples of this method of 
rsting in textbooks, articles, and those used by various 
com)anies will disclose the alrr.o st limitless variety it 
may take in final form. No two.forms seen in the 
survey were alike; examples demonstrating the variety 
-l~ 10, p. 323 
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in use today are located· in Appendix c. 
There are certain adyantages inherent in this 
method of rating, which probably explain its popularity: 
1. It can be constructed very simply and yet 
fulfill the requirements of the COIJ19any. 
2. The method may be studied and adapted for 
individual company use successfully by a 
committee of department heads and/or employees 
under the guidance of the personnel Director. 
3. By active participation and discussion of 
the plan supervisors become familiar with all 
its phases. 
4. It is easily explB;ined and understood by 
both supervisors and employees and therefore 
more salable .. 
5. Permanent records are provided for use as 
a personnel tool. 
6., It serves adequately as a basis for 
employee guidance in discussions of strong 
and weak points. 
7. The form serves as a justification for 
management action in grievance cases. 
Despite its pupularity and general acceptance 
and even though some companies employing psychologists 
use the method, it is subject to certain criticisms and 
has certain disadvantages: 
1. It is apt to be influenced by the "halo" 
effect unless definite measures are built into 
the plan to minimize this effect. 
2. It is difficult to select traits which can 
be'used effectively for each broad class of 
employee. 
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3. Ratings o~ people in various departments 
caP~ot be compared e~~ectively due to rater 
di~ferences. 
4. Over a period o~ time, the plan may be 
subject to a greater concentration o~ ratings 
at one end o~ the scale or in the middle .. 
5. It is di~ficult to describe traits and 
subdivisions so that uniformity o~ thought 
is achieved among raters. 
6. Traits are o~ten chosen without regard to 
their significance as an e~~ective measure 
o~ actual job per~ormance. Companies with 
job evaluation are ~requently guilty o~ ignoring 
job speci~ications in trait selection .. 
7e Effective and thorough training, which 
is essential in this type o~ plan is too 
o~ten omitted in its installation and 
administration. 
8. Companies using it ~requently do not provide 
~or adequately trained personnel to a dminister 
the program and to ~~tch ~or improvements 
through statistical research. 
Notwithstanding the criticisms made o~ the 
method and its inherent weaknesses, it is very possible 
tl1.rough care~ul study and adequate preparation for 
installation and administration, to devise a suitable plan 
o~ this type ~or satis~actory use in a companye 
In addition to these basic plans described 
above, there have been developed other newer methods, chiefly 
the work of psychologists. Because o~ dissatis~action with 
these other plans, extensive research he.s been undertaken 
by psychologists interested in the subject in an effort 
to devise new methods which would eliminate many of the 
-:-;>:: ':'_'<';~};! --:.' --~-- ,... . . ,' "--~~-
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weaknesses of £)resently known plans, and which would 
more accurately measure an employeers worth to his comuany. 
Some of these newer techniques are: Forced 
Choice Distribution Technique, Field Review Method, and 
Critical Incidents rvrethod. 
G. Forced Choice Distribution Technique 
As the name implies, the forced-choice technique 
involves forcing the subject to choose between two or 
more alternatives. In the more general sense, it has been 
used ever since the invention of the multiple choice item 
now familiar to many in psychological tests. 
This technique was developed by the Army's 
- personnel Research Section af'ter extensive research. It 
was introduced officially in July 1947~ It has been said 
that there has been more research on this method ih: the 
five years following its invention than in the preceding 
twenty years of merit rating. 
After a study of the former Army merit rating 
system# and the Army's experiences and dissatisfactions 
with it, it is quite apparent that intensive research was 
quite necessary to find some form whj.ch would be a reason-
ably accurate measure of' the worth of officer personnel. 
Although this technique is associated with the 
Army, it was not the exclusive "brainchild" of the Personnel 
#Ivian-to-i,Ian Comparison I~~ethod discussed in Section A of 
this chapter. 
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Research section. The possibility vv~s f'irst suggested by 
a Dr. paul Horst at an American Psychological Association 
meeting. The date is obscured and he himself' cannot 
remember the incident. But a Dr. Robert il'Jherry was 
suf'f'iciently interested in the development of' the suggested 
scaling method to pursue the subject. He took his scale 
with him when he joined the Personnel Research Section, and 
in due time it was decided that this was the best device 
to use as a point of' departure f'or further research.-::-
The technique was originally developed f'or personality 
inventories and later applied to ef'ficiency reporting. 
It was first used in the selection of war,time of'ficers for 
the regular Army and in July 1947 was introduced for,- dfficial 
use along with the regular fitness report. By this time, 
it had already been subjected to more rigid experimenta~ 
tryouts than every other system of merit rating yet devised.~Hl­
With vhe release of men from the Armed Forces, 
some of the research psychologists returned to civilian 
lif'e. Sixteen of these f'ormed a fir~ called Richardson, 
Bellows and Henry and sought to interest industry in this 
type of performance report. 
Since some of the larger companies are presently 
developing forms of their own, it is no longer solely used 
by the Army. However, the Army experiences will once 
again be heavily drawn on in describing this technique, 
-li- 59, P• 430 
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slnce it has been 1nost completely reported either by the 
Army or by one of the men formerly associated with the 
Personnel Research section. No technical reports of its 
successful introduction and use in business and industry, 
together with procedures, have as yet been printed. 
There are certain assumptions and postulates 
on which the Forced-Choice technique is based: ~:-
1. The process we have called "merit ratingn 
actually breaks down into two distinct phases: 
(a) reporting on the job performance of a man; 
and {b) eve.luating that record or estimate of job l)erformance. · 
Mahler suggests the.t value of rs.tings in 
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industry will increase if reportiP~ and evaluating 
are separated. 
2~ Accuracy in reporting on the job performance 
requires not only that the person reporting shall 
have had the opportunity to observe the behavior 
of the man on the job, but also that he be 
given a fair chance of making his report in such 
form that he omits nothing significant. The 
reuorting supervisor is not asked to consider 
whether his report is favorable or unfavorable 
to his subordinate - his ttt.sk is to describe job behavior as accurately as possible. Indeed, 
it is demonstrable that some people can make 
accurate reports on job behavior but cannot 
make sensible evaluations of behavior. Thus, 
subordinates are certainly capable of observing 
and reporting on much of their superior's job 
behavior, but probably should not be trusted 
to evaluate the significance of the facts 
observed .. 
3·. The task of reporting job behavior may be 
adversely affected if it is complicated at the 
same time by the task of evaluating the rels.tive 
relation to his coworkers. If one tries to 
evaluate as well as re·oort, the tendency is to 
confuse fact and inference. :vro st people are 
charitable and have a tendency, admirable in 
~~- 36' p. 208 
in some contexts, to give a man ~he benefit of 
the doubt. When we start to evaluate a mant s 
performance on a job, we may rate him higher 
than he deserves because he has personal and 
social traits, we admire, or because he re-
minds us of someone we admire or have liked in 
the past. The reverse may be true, of coursee 
Even such traits as manner of speech or tilt of 
the chin may produce a "halo" in the egaluation. 
4. The langue_ge used in describing work per-
formance should be underst~ndable to those 
reporting on job behavior. The language used 
·in performance should not only be dravm from 
the company personnel, but should be tested in 
experimental tryouts for uniformity of meaning. 
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5. If we set up the requirement that the re-oort-
ing supervisor must choose between two or more 
statements as most descriptive of a man, we 
force him to make a type of critical judgment 
not usually called for in ratings. If, in 
addition, we make those statements all equally 
attractive to him, he finds that he must 
describe, since be way of direct evaluation 
of the man is open to him. 
Example: r,rwo descriptions of supervisory 
work performance are put in such a pattern 
that they must be compared by the reporting 
senior: 
A. Skillful in planning his work 
B. Gives clear instructions to his men 
This makes it necessary to choose between A and 
B and to decide which is more descriptive; a 
decision must be made, despite the rater's 
lack of knmuledge as to whether Joe receives 
more credit if A is chosen, more if B is 
chosen, or the same credit in either case. 
The judgments called for are sometimes fine, 
vd th the result that the re1Jorting senior must 
ignore general impressions and think back to 
specific instances of Joers work behavior. 
This embodies what another writer calls 
"critical incidents". This is not a new 
procedure, since conventional ways of respond-
Procedure 
ing are used, but constitutes an excellent 
preliminary step in collecting material for 
tryout in experimental forms of a performance 
report. 
6. Direct use is made of the device of "damn-
ing by faint praise". Thus, an attractive, 
favorable statement made in the performance 
report may count against a man. Anyone can 
distinguish favorable and unfavorable, but it 
is next to impossible to distinguish among 
favorable statements those with positive 
weights, zero weights, and negative weights, 
since the key is not available to the report-
ing supervisor. 
The procedure involved in the develop:nent of 
the method in any company is lengthy and requires consider-
able .time, and expensive research conducted by competent 
research psychol~gists with st~tistical ability and 
training. The form cannot be adapted by any other 
company without proper research because the method re-
quires statistical validation in each particular situation. 
Even within the same comoany, it may be necessary to 
devise several different report forms to cover different 
types of personnel.* 
Criterion 
At the outset, it is necessary to establish 
a criterion, some measure of "true" merit. Obviously, 
the Army could not use the former fitness reports to 
establish identifying grouns of,-.outstanding officers as · 
well as those less competent. 
1~ 68 
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Therefore, the research men segregated various 
groups of 12 - 40 officers of the same unit, furnishing 
them ·with lists of felL~·w officers, arranged alphabetically 
without regard to rank. Viithout si,sning their names they 
were asked to select from these lists the most competent 
and least competent, and to repeat this process until all 
the names had been chosen as one or the other. By tallying 
these lists, the psychologists were able to select two or 
three 'llvho were most competent in each unit, the same number 
as least competent and the great average group. This 
whole crocedure was repeated many times until a criterion 
group of 50,000 names, representing three divergent areas, 
had been identified. 
These criterion groups were then r a ted on 
different forms at the usual time by their superiors who 
54. 
had no way of knowing their criterion identification. The 
results were correlated with the criterion group membership, 
and at this tLne the forced choide method stood out as being 
the most valid. 
How rtem.s or Tetrads are Made 
The forced choice elements are sets of four 
adjectives, pb.rases or state:ments pertaining to job efficiency 
and personal qualif~cations. The rater chooses the items 
which he considers most characteristic and those the 
lea.st ch~racteristic of the ratee, repeating his selection 
for all sets. 
section IV JOB PROFICIENCY 
A. Becomes dogmatic aboutll !I A. Always criticizes 
his authority never praises. 
B. Ct>.reless and slipshod l!t-ll B. c~rries out orders 
in attention to duty~ "passing the buck" 
"' "' <( 
c. No one ever doubts 
Q l!wll c. Knows his job and his ability. performs it well ~ .J 
D. Well-Grounded in all 
II II IJ. Plays no favorites phases of Army life 
Each of these groupsof four statements contains two 
positive and two negative statements. One of the 
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positive and one of the negative statements differentiates 
between good and poor workers. The other two statements 
do not differentiate. The rater must choose one statement 
which is most descrL:tive of the employee and one that 
is least descrintive. 
Figure 6 sample of Forced Choice 
Tetrad 
J 
• --...... ~. :-""T-·· ·. -.--. 
The following is a sample of a tetra.d:~<­
A· Commands respect by his actions 
B. Coolhea.ded 
C. Indifferent 
n. overbe~ring 
While it Ill.aY be obvious in some instances which are 
relatively favorable and unfavoreble, only one of the 
positive carries credit, the other gives none, and pick-
ing one of the unfavorable gives credit, while the 
other does not. 
:cr. Rundqvist, while &ttached to .the Personnel 
Research section lists six essentifl.l steps in the 
formation of these tetrads :~H~ 
1. Collection of brief essay descriptions of 
successful officers. 
This step was considered essential 
in order to focus agreement on the 
nature of the traits and also to 
collect behavior items phrased in 
the language of the men who will 
use the scale. 
2. preparation of a complete list of 
descriptive phrases or adjectives culled from 
these essays, and the administration of this 
list to a representative group of officers. 
-r.- 57, P• 270 
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Each officer is requested to r~,te an 
officer of his acquaintance and to 
indicate for him the extent to which 
each item applies to hi~, i.e., accord-
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ing to one or rive degrees or rrom 
exceedingly high to a slight degree, 
or not at e.ll. Then he is asked to 
indicate on a scale his overall 
rating with respect to a group or 
twenty orficers or the same gradeo 
These lists are then sorted according 
to overall competency and segregated 
into three groups, or Upper (U), 
Middle (M), and Lower (L) thirds. 
3. Determination of two indices ror each 
descri.utive phrase or adjective - a prererence 
index and a descriminative index. 
The preference index is an index of 
the value to the rater of the alterna-
tives under consideration. It is a 
measure of the face validity of the 
item. When computed statistically 
from the data, it indicates the 
tendency or raters to mark people 
high or low on the particular item. 
Low values of the index indicate a 
tendency to mark the item as apply-
ing to a high or outstanding degree; 
high values indicate little or no 
applic~bility ror the item. 
The discriminative index is constructed 
to ascertain ir the behavior item has 
significance ror success or railure of 
the ratee 9 Low value(oT an index 
indicates that the item is equally 
applicable to a good or bad ofricer 
and does not discriminate, high values 
on thfL other hand, indicat.e gross 
dirrerences between the group in the 
application of the item and suggests 
it represents behavior which is 
significant ror success (or railure) 
or an individual. 
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4. selecting pairs o~ phrases or adjectives 
such that they appear o~ equal value to the 
rEtter (pre~erence index) but di~fer in their 
signi~icance for success as an officer 
(discriminative index). 
This is done by selecting insofar as 
possible two items of equal preference 
values and widely different discrimina-
tive values, avoiding items which are 
opposite in meaning. Too much repetition 
of items should be avoided, since it 
reduces the scope of the scale. 
5. Assembling of pairs so selected into tetrads. 
one pair with low preference indices 
(favorable) is combined with a second 
pair with high pre~erence indices 
(u~avorable). The only reason for 
this is that it tends to reduce rater 
resist~nce to those of hieh preference 
indices. 
6. Item selection against an external criterion 
and cross-validation of selected items. 
The form as approved consisted of twelve of 
these forced-choice tetrads relating to jo~ proficiency, 
followed by two ten-point gre-ohic scales concerning the 
ratee•s primary and secondary duties. Then there were 
twelve more tetrads pertaining to personal qualifications 
followed this time by six ten-point scales concerning 
general characteristics such as cooperation and initiative. 
The procedure ~ollowed in industry is essentially 
the srune as described above ~or the· Army. Esso standard 
Oil o~ New Jersey employed a ~irm comprised o~ sixteen 
o~ the original group o~ the Personnel Research section. 
The ~orm devised ~or their supervisors consists of 30 
groups of these tetrads in statement form. New Jersey 
standard has since developed Forced Choice per~ormance 
Report ~orms and selection tests ~or its New York o~~ice 
employees and laboratory, exploration, and production 
personnel and are studying the development of such a 
~orm ~or higher levels of management. 
None of the psychologists in favor of this 
t~oe o~ rating feel that the plan has yet been per~ected, 
and there is still considerable experimentation and 
research with its further re~inements. 
In one o~ the most recent papers on the subject, 
D. E. Baier~'- o~ the Personnel Research section states 
that this group is still searching for a more objective 
and e.ppropriate criteria, and tba. t possibly ratings 
should not be validated against other ratings. However, 
in some instances, in his opinion ratings may be the 
best criteria because value judgments are essential 
elements. 
~i- 59,. p. 422 
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It is admitted that forced choice items can 
be improved in content. Criticism is made that the 
s-:;·stem of pairing of items statistically results in 
the pairing of items which v.rould not ordinarily be 
associated, but the personnel Research section feels 
tlw.t this statistical pairing may be one of the 
advantages. 
The r8ter is not prevented from manipulating 
his rating if he so desires, but it makes it more 
difficult for him to do so. Even though he may do 
this, he· has no way of judging the relative :st~~nding 
of the person vl'Ll.Oill he is rating unless he knows 
precis.ely the distribution of the ratings. Cases have 
been noted where manipulation has resulted in colorless 
and valueless reports due to the selection of neutral 
items. 
Advantages: 
The principal advantages claimed for the 
technique are: 
1. that it has been determined more valid 
and reliable than any other form and has 
been subjected to more extensive research. 
Validities have tended to remain stable 
over the entire period since its adoption, 
a sufficient number of years to appear 
significant. 
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2. It reduces the rater's ability to produce 
any desired outcome of obviously good or 
obviously bad traits; it thus diminishes 
the effect of favoritism. 
3. scores of the forced choice form are 
distributed in such a way that it permits a 
better discrimination of individuals rated at 
the two extremes of the scale. There is more 
floor and ceiling; it is particularly discrimi-
natory as to those low in competence.. Forced 
choice has maintained the spread between the 
high and low ratings .. 
4. It reduces halo, leniency and rater 
differences. 
5. Reports composed of combinations of forced 
choice and graphic scales show greater validity. 
6~ It iS1 speedy, most forms require less than 
30 minutes to complete. scoring is done like 
a test and by machine. 
Disadvantages 
~~ile this technique appears to solve many of 
the nroblems encountered in merit rating, there are 
certain disadvantages that may appear quite obvious: 
1. It is costly. It requires the services 
of a consultant psychologist. For example, 
Esso has a full time consultant and sta.ff. 
2. It is time consuming. The Army required 
two years at least o.f intensive research 
before the plan was officially instituted, 
and since then there has been a section o.f 
psychologists working continually on the 
refinement o.f the plan. In other words it 
has never been termed a finished project. 
In the case of Esso, it too~ five months 
in which to collect the data: from the fore-
men and supervisors and to establish the 
criterion. 
. 1 
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3. In the Army, it has tended to be unacceptable 
to the rating officers, but it is cl~dmed to 
be more acceptable in industry. The attitude 
of the raters cannot be overlooked in any 
system. Industry is replete with examples 
with examples of sound plans· which have failed 
due to rater resistance and hostility. This 
would be then a most important disadvantage. 
4. The name forced choice has been unfortunate 
selection. There is .one school of thought that 
feels the name connotes so:nething distasteful 
in the raters r minds at the outset. It might 
possibly be better termed multiple choice. 
5. The fact th~t the raw scores converted to 
standard scores ha·s caused raters to feel that 
their ratings were not properly represented 
by the standard score, and caused ill feeling 
for the system. 
6. It is complicated, highly technical, and 
dif'ficult to understand. Any ty)e of' rating 
system to be successful must be sold to all 
levels of management and to the employees. 
What cannot be explained to their satisf'action 
is viewed with suspicion. 
By its advocates, Forced choice has been claimed 
to be the "comingn method, but it has not attained any 
position o.f' prominence as yet. Its widespread use is 
highly improbable unless some general form can be 
developed for supervisors or some such group as a whole. 
The average size com)any cannot afford the services of 
a psycholcgist and his staf'f for the lengthy research 
required, nor are there enough research men familiar 
with the work done on the subject to be used generally. 
The rating scale will only work if the key is secret, 
and whether this can be done or not generally in industry 
has yet to be ·provene 
l 
It is difficult to see how this technique 
would be wholeheartedly accepted by employees. One of' 
the essential requirements of acceptable wage incentive 
plans, job evaluation systems and merit rating systems 
has been simplicity.. For this reason alone, its future 
success is not too encouraging at the lower levels. 
complicated plans have been ·;;resented in the field 
of' wage incentives without too much success because 
they were unacceptable to the worker. Complicated 
plans confuse and scare the workers and make them 
. re sentf'ul of management. 
The secrecy surrounding the scoring will cause 
the plan to be dislikec by the various levels of 
su;Jervision. 
In summary, while this method may be the 
answer to the many problems of rating in large companies, 
it is not feasible f'or the sillaller company. For these, 
one of' the other methods will have to be resorted to, 
eliminating vveaknesses through sound administration and 
training. 
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H. The Field Review Method 
The Field Review Method., which was developed by 
Guy w. wadswo~t~~, is quite different from other systems 
so far discussed. It is based on the concept that the 
personnel Director has definite responsibilities in his 
job to insure that the company is adequately staffed at 
all times with a com9etent, effective working force 
fairly distributed throughout the organization. 
In order to fulfill his responsibilities, it is 
necessary for the personnel Director to develop success-
ful relations with the operating supervisors through 
contacts in the working area and to achieve through a 
series of planned interviews adequate and periodic 
employee evaluations. 
The evaluation is merely part of an overall 
personnel planning program, but it is an important and 
integral phase of it. The evaluation differs from other 
types in that it. is developec through the interview by 
the supervisor and not written on any specified form. 
In itself, it constitutes no formal, permanent record. 
In fact, Mr. wadsworth ernohasizes the fact 
that the evaluation results in a definite plan of action 
on the ,)art of the supervisor rather thana record of 
past performance of the individual. The crux of the 
idea is to assist the sunervisor in better evaluating his 
employees, understanoing them, and to develop a. plan for 
future action on the part of the suoervlsor for training 
the employee to better meet the requirements of his job 
or to groom him for higher positions. 
The steps toward employee evaluation are based 
upon the following premises=~" 
1. that most, if not all, employee evaluation 
rests 9rimarily upon supervisory opinion 
~nd that this holds even when tangible m.easures 
of production are a.V8.ilable •. 
2. th~t the supervisor's opinion of his 
subordine.tes is no better than the ff:tctual 
observations behind it. 
3. that supervisors develop the h8.bit of 
systematically check ng incU vidual perfornwnce 
only as they are prompted to do so~ As a 
corollary, it takes considerable factual 
evidence to induce 8. sur.ervi ~'or to revise 1:1n 
opinion once formed. 
4. t~at the distinctions which the su~ervisor 
makes bet\':ieen one employee Hnd another are 
neit4er fine cut, nor cll<::rged with profound 
mea.ilihg. Such distinctions do not lend 
themselves to numerical expression, nor 
necessarily to statistical distribution. 
They ms.y be ch~1racterized in a general way 
by saying that most supervisors even vil~en 
capable of supporting their opinions vd th 
adequate facts, Cfi.ll point out little more 
than:. 
a) some are doing goodwork and are 
slated for promotion 
b) others are satisfactory whe1 ... e t:1.ey are 
c) 
?1- 49_, Po 49 
others are unsatisfactory and have no 
promise of really :naking good on the job. 
·.~-· 
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5. that enwloyee ev&luations are essenti~lly 
negatively dh:.gnostic. Appraisals of ability 
not shown in a task often have more tangible 
support in fact and are more clearly signifi-
cant than are distinctions between naverage" 
and "superior" performance. 
The following procedure i~ used by the personnel 
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represent&tives in making a field review of the organization: 
1. The Personnel representative gathers together 
all the information available in the personnel Department 
relating to a certain unit 1 SL1 Ch as 1 job de8crintions, 
names of employees, tests and results, and eraployee records. 
2. The representative goes to the supervisor 
of tJ.:1e unit to conduct the interview at the vror·k place. 
:3.!. The interview first follows a course of 
inquiry about the jobs, a verific::,.tion of the list of 
employees 1 about the relationship between tbe jobs and 
possible changes in job content. 
4. In a patterned interview, the su0ervisor, is 
questioned about each employee in the work unit in relation 
to current 0erformance, his possibility for advancement, 
and his probable usefulness in other work. Although the • 
discussion is conducted in an informal manner, the 
interviewer makes certain that he covers designated 
questions pertaining to the evaluation to bring out 
specific facts. 
5. Employees rated nnefinitely outstandingn, 
or "Definitely a Problemn require the most attention, 
and here the supervisor is asked such questions as "In 
·what way is he particularly good? 11 "What (or what else) 
is he doing \vell?" "Is the employee really better than 
others ·who mie;ht be considered?" and "Has the employee 
been tried out for more important duties for which he 
appears qualified ? 11 or "has any proper salary· increase 
been considered from the viewpoint of its effect on 
other employees?". In the case of the problem em,'9loyee 
definite questions are designed to cover every phase of 
his behavior and to ascertain what the supervisor has 
done in the way of corrective training or nhat action 
he is planning to take. In each instance specific 
facts are developed concerning the work behavior of 
each individual from the observations of the supervisor. 
6. Later the personnel representative checks 
back with the SU)ervisor to find out whether his record 
of the interview really reflects what the supervisor 
intended to report. 
Since a thorough field review covers a study 
of each individual in the organization and should 
include all but top management and certain specialists 
o~ highly trained technicians of upper grades, it 
·would appes.r that a long oeriod of time would be 
requireC. to accomplish the entire review of a compBny. 
However, Mr. Wadsworth cites~~ that 'Vrhen he hits his 
~: 49' p. 265 
68. 
stride, a moderately expert representative should complete 
a unit of 50 people in four hours working time. A complete 
review of one company of 1,000 employees was made in less 
than ten days' time. Follow up interviews are necessary 
three or four times a year to maint~dn current information 
and require only one-third to one-half the time of the 
initial interview. 
~Vhen successfully completed, it gives the 
personnel Department intimate knowledge of the people 
and the jobs in the company. It also gives the supervisors 
sound assistt1nce in the solution of their problems. 
Better relations are established between the personnel 
Department and operating supervisors, which assist both 
in fulfillinc their responsibilities to the company. 
For those who do not consider it feasible or 
wise to put into effect a formalized merit rating program 
of one of the other types, this would be recow~ended for 
further e.tudy and development. It would give a standardized 
pl~n to those who are carrying on their missions in an 
informal manner. 
;- ·~·· ·····"''"":'"•:. 
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I· The Critical Incidents Technique 
This method has been developed by John c. 
Flanagan of the American Institute of Research, originally 
to be used in connection with Research Personnel.* 
In his study, over 500 supervisors were inter-
vievled and asked to supply descrintions of "cri tice•.l 
incidents", that is, actual incidents wh:Lch they hs.d 
observed and which they considered significant for 
success or failure on the job. Over 2,000 such incidents 
were collected and the final check list based on them 
included only references to specific behavior judged 
to be of utmost im;-:>ortance. Figure 3 which illustrates 
a typical check list in present day usage also demonstr8tes 
the type of behavioral statement referred to here. 
The essence of the system is the establish~ent 
of critical requirements of jobs by su:)ervisors in 
terms of what workers actually do on the job. In addition, 
critical requirements are determined in terms of aptitudes, 
tnaining information, attitudes and habits, skills and 
abilities. 
A critical requirement is defined as a require-
ment, which is crucial in the sense that it has been 
responsible for outstandingly effective or definitely 
unsatisfactory performance of an important part of the 
job or activity in question.~~·:!-
~~ S5, P• 39 
-:~-::- 55, P• 419 
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A considerable likeness will be seen in this 
E:ystem, that described as Check Lists, anc1 also the 
For:::!ed Choice Distribution i:Iethod. All three involve 
the collection of descri~tive statements from su~ervisors 
in their own terminology, retained in. that form, which 
are st&tistica.lly tested to determine vvhether they are 
significant in determ1ning success or failure with the 
particular com) any on the job. 
For this reason, the same limitation vvill hold 
for th::.s method as for the aforementioned systems, 
namely, thc1t they must be constructed, installed, and 
a&ninistered by a competent psychologist and his staff'. 
Likewise for this method, a com,;>cmy expressing preference 
for it must be prepared to spend a great deal of time 
due to the research tht:,t is mandatory for its successful 
construction. 
However, the sug3estion is made that rating 
scale methods can be improved through training of the 
raters to set up their own requireLnents for a job, and 
to collect notes about employees betvJeen periods as a 
basis for their evB.luation •. More accurate and defensible 
ratings ;;rould result and also definite standards of 
·work performance wo1...1.ld be esb-cblished wh:i.ch employees 
could ;nore readily meet. 
summary 
Because of the size of the institutions under 
consideration in this paper, some of these pla.'ls HJ.Ust of 
~-necessity be abandonned. It would not see:n feasible 
for these comp~nies to employ psychologists for the 
installation of some of the :nore comnlex nla.ns. some 
"' " 
valuable infor~ation is obtained, however, from a study 
of each of the plans discussed wh.:.ch vdll help in the 
formulation of the system finally adopted. 
In spite of its apparent weaknesses, the graphic 
scale ,,vould seem to be the most practicable plan for 
adaptation by com7anies in this area. It should be 
noted, hmuever, that evaluation after experi1nental 
tryouts may well prove Tiffin's theory that only "Job 
perfor1nance11 and 11 Promotab ili ty" a.re significe.nt, in 
v;hich case the Forced Distribution Method developed by 
him alonG vdth its accompanying check list, may be the 
simpJ,est and most successful. 
Since, in the opinion of the author, after a 
study of all the foregoing plans the graphic scale 
type appears to be the most practicable type plan for 
financ:'Lal lnsti tutions in this area, the next chapter 
vdll discuss the develo;;>ment of this type of plan. 
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III The I;Ierit Rating prot;ram -
Development and Administration 
'• 
A. Development of the Pl::in 
1. preliminary planning 
Before any work is done on the formulation of 
a merit rati.ng program, man<-.l.gement must first decide I:'Thy 
it wishes· to undertake the development of such a pi'ogrf:im 
and define its fundame:nt&.l objectives. 
Next., !Jlanagement mu::ot consider just hO\v far it 
is vdll::..ng to go into the research necessary for the 
proper development of the particular system which vlill 
oe most satisfac.tory for its own business. While it 
may be possible to adopt the plan of someone else in a 
related business, in whole or part at first, it is far 
more satisfactory if the comJany develops its o~n 
plan to suit its own·individual needs. 
It is also a prerogative of man~gement to 
decide hovJ comprehensive the plan will be, that is, 
how extensively it will cover the personnel of the 
orge..nization. 
:t1Iost conue.nies begin with or include only 
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the operating employees and exclude executive, professional 
and technical groups.{~ Important as it is to ev9.luate the 
~~- 5, p. 426 
individual performance of the rank and file em-ployees, 
it is doubly so in connection with upper levels of 
management where errors in selection and deficiencies 
in performance are of maximum consequence. Rating 
pro6rams that include or lead to the inclusion of 
these groups 1::;ill not only serve the purposes that 
are desired wlth operating employees, but will 
gener~lly assist management in maintaining and im-
proving the quality of personnel in all responsible 
positions. 
Althoush some plans have been successfully 
conceived &nd launched by personnel Departments, for 
best results a comrnttee should be chosen to study 
the SQbject and to formulate the details of the plan. 
This co~nittee might be composed of representatives of 
the executive group, department heads and employees 
with a representative of the personnel Department as 
the impartial chairman and guide. some companies feel 
that it is important for all levels of management to be 
represented including the employees. 'l!'fuen plans are 
being studied to include the higher levels, employees 
are usually excluded from membership.-
There is considerable merit in the inclusion 
of the employees because it aids in enlisting the 
73. 
cooperation of this large group and ln improving morale. 
They will tend to feel that mana2;ement. is· .honestly 
tryi1~ to establish a fair and equitable _method of 
evaluation, which will lead to better and more unbiased 
placement and promotion in the orgru1ization. 
However, ef4ployee representation is a debats.ble 
point. There will be found many who feel that rating 
it1 definitely a man&:.gement prerogative and that the 
whole subject should be kept as confidential as possible. 
The functions and duties of the committee 
commonly are as follows: 
1. Deciding and defining specifically the 
purposes and objectives and who will be 
rated, by classes 
2. Developing and w~ighting the rating sheet 
3. outlining the rating procedure: 
a) who will rate 
b) how often 
c) who will review ratings 
d) how the ratings will be scored 
4. Establishing and operating a training 
progra:n for the raters 
5. Developing and carrying out the educational 
progrr:;~.,_n on rating among employees. 
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2. procedure for Develonment of a Plan 
- ---
The broad objectives outlined by management must 
be studied carefully so that the specific purposes can 
be defined in such a way that they will have meaning to 
all connected with the program. The analysis of the 
objectives and careful definition will also guide the 
comrrdttee in the formulation of the plan itself. 
Of primsry consideration also are the classes 
of personnel for whom the plan is to be developed. In 
most orgs.nizations personnel can be broken down into 
five basic categories: 
1. Monsupervisory and non-creative shop 
and clerical employees not required 
to meet the public 
2. sales personnel and others who are 
required to meet the public 
3. Technical personnel su.ch as research: 
engineers or specialists 
4. supervision 
5. Management 
If eventually all are to be included in the 
rating program; plans should be made at the outset 
for the development of a well coordinated series of 
rating sheets which will be adapted to the needs and 
nomenclature of the different well-recognized fields 
while yet preserving uniformity as to basic form and 
scope. 
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In practice, advance plannin6 in connection 
with the development of a series of rating sheets for 
ull levels would appear to be overlooked or studiously 
• 
avoided. At some later date, the suoervisory level is 
added to the program at which time the same basic rating 
sheet is employed either by itself, with the addition 
of a few traits applying only to supervisors, or with 
a supplemental sheet VJhich contains traits ap'9licable 
only to this level. 
~~~hat financial institutions in this area 
do in this connection will be discussed in the follo'11Jing 
chapter which deals ·with the.survey and its results. 
a. Selection of Traits 
care should be exercised in the selection of 
traits which will most nearly apply to each of the 
groups to be rated •. professor Jucius~:- sets forth the 
followinc; rules, which, if adhered to, should result 
in excellent selections: 
1. Select traits that are specific rather 
than general; eg, honesty is more definite 
than charscter. 
2. select traits that can be defined in 
terms understandable in the same way by 
all raters. 
3. select traits that are colmaon to as 
many people as pos:::ible. 
~~- 5, p. 434 
76. 
~~~...,~-··. 
,.·:· 
4. Select traits that raters can observe 
or be taught to observe in the day-to-day 
perform:;.:nce of employees. 
The selection of traits is another controversial 
point. son1e authorities believe that ob,jective traits 
should be included in the rating form, others strongly 
op-·)ose. There is some basis for their inclusion, 
but preferably in a separate section, inserted by the 
proper dcpart;Lent responsible for the mainten£:.nce of 
such records as attendance or productivity. If the 
form is to be used as one of the deterDiinants for 
p:comotion, or tr~nsfer, there is merit in their being 
included somewhere on the form, since i.t contain<S: 
much Vb.luable inform0tion about the em-9loyee then 
condensed on one form. 
Of late there hus been lively interest in the 
literc..ture on the subject about the selection of traits, 
Emplo~-ees have voiced the desire for rr.ore careful 
definition of each trait listed on the form; suoervjsors 
join in the desire due to inadequacies of c~resent 
definitions and the knowledge of conflict in inter-
pretation among themselves; and m~.nat_;ement has come 
to realize the necessity for not only careful selection 
of eech truit but its definition in understandbble 
and urunistakable terms. A descriptive statement 
showine: exactly whe .. t is meant by each term is almost 
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mandatory since different words evoke different 
pictures in the minds of several ,, eople. \'Ji th due 
care emotional bias on the part of the rater can be 
Uli.nimized to a gTe&. t extent. 
In some of the more ~regressive companies, 
suegestions are requested of employees and supervisors 
for improvement in the r~;~.ting form and its contents. 
There are stiil some, however, to whom the rating 
sheet as originally designed is perfect, with no 
changes either contemplated or desired. Although 
it should be the aim of the committee to develop 
as satisfactory a form as possible, it should be 
understood from the beginning that periodic review 
will be made at r:hich time refinements will be 
considered. provisions sho~ld be made at the outset 
for statisticsl testing of the form after experimental 
trwout to determine the validity and reliability of 
the ratings. 
The significance of each trait under discussion 
should be questioned as well as the possibility or 
advisability of including overlapping traits. Although 
very det&.iled forms vlith numerous traits have been 
cited, the trend appears toward the utilization of 
from five to ten traite with many -preferring the fewer 
number. In deciding on the number of traits to be 
utilized, it should be realiz.ed that rating may be 
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regarded as a burdensome and boring task 8.dded to the 
workload of busy supervisors, and long detailed forms 
are best avoided. 
In gener21, the deciding factors determining 
the nwnber of traits aporopriate for a company will 
be based on: 
1. the number the raters feel they can 
effectively evaluate the employee on; 
2. the degree of complexity of the j8bs to 
be covered by the particular form. 
It must be constantly borne in mind that one 
of the fundamental reasons for rating is to determine 
how nearly the requirements an& objectives of of the 
job &.re being met by the incumbent. 
If job specifications are studied in connection 
vJith trait selection, certain basic objectives may be 
ascertained for certain classes or groups of jobs. 
Traits selected and coordinated on this basis should 
result in concrete retings which management ce.n use 
effectively, instead of generalities. 
b. Trait Subdivisions 
After the traits have been selected, decision 
should be reached as to the number of subdivisions for 
each trait. Collli.non among companies is the use of five 
treit subdivisions, but there is a word of caution in 
this connection. There has been noted a tendency among 
many to rate a large proportion of their employees as 
n.Average", not considering any of them to fit any of 
the other categories. To avoid this tendency, some 
companies have adopted a scale of four subdivisions; 
this forces the rater to corsider other possibilities. 
The form of Company R (Appendix C ) is an interesting 
example of a scale with four subdivisions. 
There has of late also been a trend toward the 
avoidance of such words as: Exceptional, above average~ 
average, below average and poor. Eve:a Vl:i thout a knowledge 
of the results of statistical studies of the di.fferences 
in meanint;s these vJOrds evoke in people, it ·will be 
found in any group, that a person !11<-~Y be deemed 
e~:-.ceptional by one~ and avera;e by another. To eliminate 
such misunderstandings on thepart of raters, many 
co1npanies hs~.ve deleted such words fr·Qlj, their forms, 
substitutinG carefully i.7orded descriptive )hrases or 
sentences on which agreement has been reached at least 
among the commj_ttee rne.nbers. 
At this noint in the ]rocedure, precautions 
may ·;::..e built into tl1e plan to safeguard against the 
llhalo" e.ffect.. professor Jucius~~ believes that all 
scales should not be arranged in the sa.11e order from 
hiGh to low. In other vwrds grt::..dations are scrambled 
~~ 5, p.435 
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so that the rEA.ters viill not let their over-all judgment 
influence their rs..tings on each trait. Some, v1hile they 
l;.gree vdth the theory behind this suggestion, feel that 
it prevents a quick sUlllilling up of e8ch individw ... l•s 
strengths tl.nd vveaknesses at a gl::J.nce by m~nb-cement vvhen 
the occ~sion arises to revievJ the form. It .u1ay also 
meet with rater resists.nc0, and ·)erhaps for the;::e tVIo 
reasons, it h& s not been more -rddely ado·pted. 
Company R cited above has adopted this method 
of 2..rrangement of trait grto~dations with apparent sue cess 
and vdthout encounterin[ objections from either supervisors 
or employees. The ;}lan of this co.m.ps~ny is discu::>sed in 
detail with other C&se studies in Chapter v. 
Carefully worded descri0tlons of the fdctors 
couched in terms understandable to all r~terB will be 
of considerL~ble V<:'!lue t:ind aid in avoiding the weak:::-!ess 
of the graphic scale method of rating. 
c. weighting 
Because, once traits and degrees have been 
prepared, ,nany comp&L:t.Lies im:nedit;;~tely welch the question 
of whether or not to v1eight their forms, this topic is 
discussed here. 
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In the past, those advocating the weightiT'..g 
of traits have arbitrarily decided on "~Neights for the 
traits they considered most important as determinants of 
success in the COJ.11_1any. Others have felt that the 
question was not applicable slnce all tr~its had equal 
importance to them. Thus, whatever their view, the 
question ws.s decided on VIhen the form was planned. 
Tiffin>.!- and Bittner~H:- maintain that arbitrary 
weighting is useless and is not possible. Tiffin reports 
an actu£,1 case of the effE:ctiv~ness of weighting when all 
traits were prEsumably weighted equally on a twelve trait 
scale applied to several thousand workers .. ~~-:H~ Analysis 
of the true weights of the traits disclosed that "health" 
carried 22 per cent more vJeight in the total scoF-e than 
rrproducti vity" and 19 per cent more weight than "over-
all job performance". 
The true weight of a trait thus cannot be 
deter1nined by any means arbitrarily. Its true weight 
is a function of the variability of the rating on that 
trait or in other words, the scores weie;ht themselves 
in proportion to their respective standard deviations. 
This is a mathematical sts..tistical_)roblem which can 
only be solved after all ratings have been made and 
analyzed. 
-:~ 10, P• 340 
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Bittner summarizes the question of weighting 
traits as follows:* 
1. The real weight of a trait is not 
the srune as the numerical factor you 
multiply the trait by in computing a 
total rating score. 
2. The real weight of a trait depends 
upon its variability or standard 
deviation. 
3. To determine the real weight of a 
trait, you must ·apply the scale to a 
group of men and then analyze the 
variability of the ratings on each 
individual trait. 
4. Only after the real weights have 
been established by analyzing the 
ratings made, can you determine the 
multiplying factors which will make 
the traits have weit:;hts VJhich have 
been determined as desirable. 
5. Making the real weights conform 
to a desired pattern ~ust be done by 
a central agency after ~nalyzing the 
ratings turned in, and this is a 
process requiring a technician trained 
in statistics. 
6. Any s·ystem of weights determined 
arbitrarily in advance of an analysis 
of the ratings turned in will not be 
the same as the true weights and will 
be misleading. 
d. scoring 
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Whether or not ratings will be scored is deter-
mined by the objectives around which the plan is built. 
If the main purpose is for employee guidance, scoring is 
very often eliminatedo There is one school of thought 
which holds that it is impossible to evaluate human 
~- 2, p. 28 
beings on a numerical basis. 
Those supporting the theory that ratings should 
be scored have cert~in foundations in fact to base their 
contentions on. If their uses for rating are for pay 
determination, promotion, transfer or dismissal, the 
conclusions drawn from the rating sheet in the form of 
scores offer explanations to an employee who questions 
the rightfulness of ma~agement•s decision in the matter. 
It has been found that this method is often adequate 
proof for an employee. 
If scoring is to be done, it should be 
specified j;_,~st how and who will do the scoring. The 
preference of most authors is that scorir.g will be done 
in·~ the. Personnel Department by a qualified specialist .. 
If it has been deemed advisable to score the 
r~tings, usually one of two types will be found. In 
some instances a comppori:J.i2e or co~nbination of the two 
have been used satisfactorily. These two methods are: 
over-all scoring and Individu&l trait scoring. 
(1) over-all scoring 
scores m~ay be used as they are or grouped 
into categories, those about equal in merit falling into 
the same group. Commonly numerical values are assigned 
to e8.ch trait. The.::,e may be the result of the pooled 
judgment of the committee, thuse doing the rating, or 
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preferably arrived at ,by statistical methods based on 
the statistics of variability or "standard scored". 
When raw scores are used, the judgment factor 
enters in heavily. In r·.:rotion and Time Study and Job 
Evaluation as well as merit rating, the judgment 
factor makes the rating no more precise than the 
judgments responsible for their formulation, and 
consequently vulnerable to severe criticism. 
Because of the reliance on the accuracy of 
judgment, it would not seem wise to sts.te positively 
and fine:.lly that a specific numerical score is represent-
ative as an accurate measure of a particule,r en1ployee t s 
worth. In place of snecific sen res, it has been 
suggested that rate ranges are better and meet with 
nJ.ore success, particulBrly in instances where the 
employee may have c'n opportunity to see or learn of 
his score. 
Many com.oanies, as a 1i1atter of fact, finally 
c;rLt.de their per·sonl"iel on the basis of their numerics..l 
r&t.J.r.~.gs into five groups a.s :follows:* 
top 5 per cent exceptional 
next 20 per cent better than average 
next 50 per cent average 
lower 20 per cent - below average 
bottom 5 per cent poor 
-:~ 4, p. 121 
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Uhile the:.::e ?ercente.ges lilay vsry somewhat 
vii th the different grou-) s, experience has sho'l.'~·n ths. t 
the proportions should be reason&bly accurate and at 
the s&uue time provide an over-all check on the soundness 
of the rs.tings of' the orgs.nization. 
(2) Individual Trait scoring: 
Some companies prefer scor il1g on individual 
traits because of' the belief' that an over-all score 
;llay cover up certsdn deficiencies in traits considered 
significb.nt for success in the.t company. 
-~7hatever 1r..ethod is used undue emphasis 
should not be Dlaced on the scores themselves. This 
i~ one i:nportant reason why scoring should be done in 
the personnel Department, E"ncl not by the individual 
superv:Lflor. 
(e) Desit;n of' tbe Rat:!.ng Form 
There are many different types of' ra til·,g forms, 
their desi;n being dependent on the inventiveness and 
' imagin~tion of' the committee developing them. ~8he.tever 
Their differences in appearance, they usually cont~dn 
about the seJ.ne basic informhtion, ths.t is, employee• s 
nawe, job clc:•_;; sif'ice.tion, department, chech nUlnber, 
traits uith their subdivisions, in some cases rather 
complete dcf'initic·ns of' each trait and subdivision. 
some co~•:nanies incorporate a for~n of' the 
prose type evaluation into their form by provicling 
86. 
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spaces .following each trait .for cornraents o.f the ratersJt 
Yfhich rrw.y or m~:·,y not serve a use.ful purpose to management. 
r;Iany .forms },.>rovide a space either .for an over-all evaluation 
in prose style or additional com.ments which the rater 
believes are important relative to the per.formance o.f 
the ratee. certain companies require de.flnite co1mnents 
as justification .for the ratings given attuching as 
much import <::cnce to the COlilYilent s as to the ratings zi ven. 
In son1e inste.nces, any discrepancies betvJeen the ratings 
siven and the corru.nents cau8e the form to be returned to 
the re.ter .for explanation and revision. 
(.f) 'Who Shall Rate 
An important question which must be resolved 
by the committee is ttwho shall rs.te" the employeesJt 
(1) the sU<)ervisors, (2) their '9eers, and (3) their 
subordinates. 
Almost universally, it is .found tbat ratings 
ure made by superiors. People natur10.lly seem to have 
a ;)reference .for this method. However, some thought 
could be given, in the case o.f rating su_9ervisors, to 
the possibility of one o.f the two other chs_s sific;;,tions 
participating in the rating procedure. Not too much 
has been done in practice on this particular topic 
since it. is rather ra:be, but there h8..Ve been a few 
interesting studies v'.hich have shovvlil surprising results 
1 
in r~ting supervisor-s by peers and subordin&tes, which 
hc;.ve been deemed of considerable value. Companies planDing 
the r&.ting of executive potentials c:..nd suoervisors 1night 
well study the possibility of rating them by other ths.n 
superiors. 
Thei'e is some justification and realism in this 
type of reting .for such personnel in that subordinates 
and peers work quite differently with an individual than 
suDeriore, and may at times have far gres.ter and truer 
insight into actu&.l job performe.nce and capabilities on 
the job. 
The general rule observed is that the superior 
(or su~;eriors) in closest oo ntact will rate the person. 
In setting up th:ls phase of the progrs~1 it is r1e~l to 
specify clearly exactly who will be meant by the term 
rater, whether it be an immediate superior or the 
department head, since some department heads YJJ£.y insist 
on rating all even though supervisors under them may be 
more capable of rating the individuals the.n they. 
Some companies specify that tv;o ratings. will 
be made on an individual. Sometimes there are two 
independent ratings by two sup·ervisorfl, one usually the 
superior of the other. VJh&t hs.pDens then varies with 
the company.. Some make composite ratings of these 
individual ratings, others simply file both. The 
purpose of the double ratine; is admirr::'.ble when it can 
be accomplished wisely. 
It has been demonstrated by research results 
that reliability of ratings is increased vlhen it is 
possible to pool the ratings of several raters.* 
Each r<:Lter, however, mu.s-t have such knor,,ledge of the 
employee th2-t his rating is made on that fe.miliarity 
r;i th the employee in his work environment and not by 
chance. care must be exercised in making a rule of 
this type mandatory, since it has also been reported 
that in some instances the second rater may be so far 
removed from the ratee as to make his rating worthless 
or detrimental.·~Bl-
Generally, it might be stated that wherever 
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possible two or more ratings should be made on an 
employee, but only in such cases that more than one 
su~oervieor is familiar with the person and the competence 
in his work. 
There has been some feeling of late that the 
conference method of rating is the most effective way. 
In this case, a conferenc~ leader would probably a 
representative of the personnel.Department, who would 
-~~ 10' p .. 346 
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meet with the several supervisors and e.:::ecutives to discuss 
the performance of the individuals to be rated. The 
chairman's role is to educate the raters, to develop 
and coordinate different opinions and to insure the 
impartiality of ratings completed. Raters are usually 
given advance notice as to who will be rated, and may 
be given copies of the form on which they may indicate 
their tentative opinions. 
V'J'hile this ty-oe of rating may not be feasible 
!.~s a. permanent procedure, it is shculd at least be 
incorporated in the training program for the raters. It 
would be most helpful in the accomplishment of the 
experimental tryout of the rating form. Not only W01.,_ld 
it :nsure a thorough indoctrination in the use of the 
form and a uniformity of interpretation of each section, 
but v~eaknesses could be spotted and noted immediately 
by the conference le&der for later correction or clarifica-
tion. 
g. Frequency of,Rat:t.ngs 
Employees may be rated quarterly, semi-annu8_lly, 
or annually. Ho·w often rt:::ting is done is dependent on 
practicability as well as the objectives to be attained 
through the operation of the system. Com~rlOnly found in 
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business today are both secni-annual ~md ~mnua.l ratings. 
Nevv empl-;yees are often rated more frequently s.s a measure 
of pro2,re.ss, perhaps af'ter one month, three months, and 
six .months of employment, thereafter on a semi-annual or 
annual basis. 
If ratings are too frequent, they may become a 
tedious and burdensome task to supervisors who will tend 
to accomplish them in a slipshod man_Yler. The chief 
objection to an annual rating, however, is that during 
the long interval between ratings, both supervisors and 
employees may lose interest in and forget the significance 
of the plan. 
It is advisable that, in addition to these 
periodic evaluations, rLtings shou~d be made on promotion, 
transfer, demotion, or termination of employment. This 
is omitted from the schedule of many rating programs. 
Allied with the deci::oion on the frequency of 
ratings is the question of whether all ratings will be 
accomplished on certain dates or whether they will be made 
on the anniversary date of employment. There seems to be 
ciivided opinion here. some feel that staggerin8 the ratings 
over a.period,usually selectinz the anniversary date of 
employment, allows the su •ervisor to stagger his v1ork 
load tbr oughout the year. This has :merit where large 
": . '. ·~. ~- '.' . 
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groups are to be r&tedo The supervisor is then constsntly 
aware of the significance of rating and is constantly 
evaluating his personnel.. This method is open to criticism 
in that it is apt to prove irksome; ratings tend to be 
less consistent with respect to periods covered; it ~aay 
lead to .less. valid discriminations arnon.:; individuals r.s.ted 
because of Ch8nges in the raters• standards and the 
occurrence of incidents which will take on too 1nuch 
importance in determining the rating of a certain 
individual.~~ 
In order to arrive at sound conclusions as to 
the optiilmm number of ratings per annum and the dates on 
·,;hich they should be accomplished, the cormnittee should 
carefully study the basic objectives of the comp~ny together 
vvit£1 administrative problems that arise in Vb.rlous depart-
ments at certo..in times during the year. Scheduling 
ratings during 9eriods when workloads are at their peak, 
has resulted in so·ne inst.ances in actual hostility to the 
entire rating 9rogram. 
All phases of this topic should be discussed 
thoroughly, since the progrtun may fail or succeed by the 
thouGht given to proper planning. There are m.any demands 
on the raters' time, and tl1e line supervisal ... rvith work 
schedules to meet must be assured of adequate opnortunity 
-:~ 2, p. 25 
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and. time in which to coll'rplete his ratlngs if he is to per-
for;.n this d·.lty conscientiously and well. 
h. Discussion with Employees 
Ratings may or may not be discus sed -~-.. i th. employees • 
Most authors feel very strongly that rat.i.ngs should be 
talked over with employees, but in pre.ctice, :.nany compt:~nles 
avoid any disclosure of the ratings. 
There is a feeling that interviews with 
employees may lead to hostility and controversies. It is· 
also contended that such interviews require a great deal of 
skill, tact, and sympathetic understanding, and that all 
supervisors are not capable of conducting such interviews 
successfully. Gr~nting this to ~e true, it may very well 
be a good test of the competence of a supervisor. 
Supervisors themselves· not only are of the 
opinion that they caP ..not give the time required for an 
interview, but are loth to explain or justify their ratings 
to employees. 
~Hhile there rnay quite well be reasonable 
justi.ficat:ton for the objections to e:nployee interviews, 
at the sarae time this question is not an academ:ic one which 
can be arbitrccrlly solved by the committee. 
Analysis of the fundamentul objectives of the 
program may well disclose that they cannot be attained 
without employee discussion and cooperation. It also 
follows logically that unless an employee knows what the 
expectations of' him are, he caru1ot very well meet the 
94. 
standards of' the sur)ervisor.. Vllhile the main purpose is to 
talk over with the employee his strengths and vveaknesses 
as they affect ti s performance of' his job, the supervisor 
1nay also better know and understand the emploY-Be and realize 
that his own opinions are not quite as sound and relihble 
as they should be .. 
The necessity for an interview places an 
added burden on the su9ervisor in that he must be able to 
substantiate his ratings to the employee, who may Justifiably 
di~~g~~~ with him. 
Whatever the immediate decision is, a sour~d 
plan should ryrovide for ultimate inclusion of the rating 
interview in the program. In rra ny cases, the recognition 
of present incapabilities of supervisors of necessity 
postpones employee interviews until a specialized training 
program. has been completed for the supervisors. 
Whatever the conclusions are, there should be 
no secrecy attached to the progre..rn, which is often the 
case, but rather it should be made known that department 
heads or the personnel Director will welcome the opportunity 
to talk over ratings -vdth the employees and assist them 
in making plans for improvement and future advancement. 
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The attitude that it is management's prerogative 
not only to rate its employees and lceep such ratings 
ccnfidential is not only unwise, but is the basis for 
much employee resentment, distrust., and lack of cooperation. 
i. Rating Appeal 
Of course, if it is the opinion of the committee 
or management that the progra.:-11 will remain "COJI"FIDENTIAL", 
there will be no necessity to consider the employees• 
right of appeal. 
Vjherever pay increases, promotion, demotion, 
transfer or dischs,rge are involved, there should be provided 
a procedure by which an employee can appeal a rating he 
feels is unjust or unfair. 
It is a well recognized fact that ratingz are 
the judg:.J.lents or opinions of the rster on how well a 
particul~~ employee meets the job requirements. There 
may very likely be times v;hen this opinion is biased with 
the result that an employee never could meet reasonably 
the expectations of a supervisor because of a conflict 
of personalities. 
YJhatever may be the reasons, adequate provision 
should be made for an appeal procedure. This should include 
transfer of employees when it is dee.r.1ed necessary for the 
best interests of all concerned. In the case of such 
transfers, it is not uncommon in business for the new 
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supervisor to have access to the ratings of previous 
supervisors, which defeats the purpose of the transfer by 
preventing the employee from getting off to a fresh start 
in a new ~vork environment. 
It is the supervisorts job to make his own 
judgments of an employee in his ~pecial work situ:;,.tion 
and not to reflect the judgment of another based on an 
eDtirely dif~erent situation. 
B. Administration 
1. Administrative personnel 
It is frequently found that the committee charged 
·with the installation of the program is also designated as 
a standing comc1i ttee. As such, periodic evaluation of the 
program should be made to ascertain how effectively it is 
attaining the objectives around ·which the plan has been 
formulated. P ..nc.lysis of data pertaining to rf:,tings is 
reviewed regularly for possible revision of forms and 
procedures. 
The administr::.,tion of the progrum it self is 
generally one of the repponsibilities of the personnel 
Director. In some co:n1o.nies where the ~a.ajor objective is 
to determine who will receive salary increases, it comes 
under the ir~nediate supervision of the wage and salary 
Administrs..tor. 
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A successful rating program requires administra-
tion by competent and trf:i.ined ;;;ersonnel.. preferably, it 
should COlJ.sti tute the major work assignment for the number 
of' people rec::cuired to effectively adrair..ister the progr:;c.n. 
Spec:l.blists v.iith st:octistical trt;;tining 2.re required to 
conduct the necessary I'eview of r~.._t~ngs, st~tistlc<.:tl test;:, 
t.'.nd re ses.rch ·in order to determine the validity and 
reliability of the r;;.tin.::£S &nd to present the proper 
infornetion to higher levels. 
The weakness of· meny prograr.as is th8.t r8.tings 
are completed, possibly reviewed by people not sufficiently 
trained ln. 1.1eri t rating, a.nd then filed in the employee's 
jacket. In such cases, msne.gement has no means of 
ascertaining just how effective the progrt:,I;l is or hov,1 
Sf...._tisft:tctory the ratings are. 
2. Training£!:. Raters 
one of the ~najor deficiencies in many of the 
scBle type progrs~ns is the l1:1.ck of tra>~ining given the rsters~ 
Inattention to the necessity for tr[;;dning has been the cause 
of failure of some plans, a:c.d keen disappointment in 
m&.ny others. 
In the installation of so:rre plans, it hes been 
the false b.S sum9t io~·~ of .:nBnagement ths t men in super·v i sory 
positions are capable of reeding written instructions 
presented them, interpreting the form uniformly, and. of 
mf:Aking ~.ccurE:.te and sound ev8lo.ations of their personnel .. 
A f<:.llacy of this assumption is th&.t b.ll 
supervisors have the capabilities to rate. Throrchout 
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the years some have ·worked their way upward through seniority 
to posit:i..ons as department heads with little education or 
training or mental maturity for their jobs. These 
people C8.r~not necessarily be assumed to possess the 
requisite characteristics to observe and evaluate those 
under them. 
Trainin~ in the techniques of rating is merely 
an improving of the ability of the supervisor to 1:1ake 
accurLte r::itings. 
scope: 
Any tr~dning pro6rc.m should have as its 
1. SelliLg the value and Lnpox·t.::,nce of 
rating to the re.ters. 
2. Training the raters how to make good 
emplcyee evaluations. 
selling the rnting progra.rn to the raters has 
been accomplished in one of two ways. So:!le have formed 
their committee around the raters, who then study all 
phc..ses of the proposed program as they draw up the 
procedure. Since this is apt to become unwieldy due to 
the number of individu&ls involved, others v1ith success-
... n~~ 
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conferences. 
These co~"fe1•ences t::Lre designed to indoctrinate 
the r8ters. in the 8.iills .:.nd ob jec ti ve s of rating, its 
value a.nd usefulness to them as supervisors. Throughout 
the confer·ence s, a systematic selling sho1,1ld be .:1wde of 
rating. Discussion should be encouraged among themselves, 
and others in related businesses. 
~~en the form has been drafted, the training 
can co:nmence on how to rate using the specific form. 
Com.rnittee members should join the groun at this time 
to participate in discussion and to.insure that there are 
no misunderstandings in the terms employed on the form. 
In fact, this group of supervisors can well be used as 
a testint; device by the committee to ascertain v1hether 
uniformity of opinion can be reached in connection with 
traits and subdivisions selected by them. Good suggestions 
limy be dE.lveloped for the improvement of the form even be-
fore it is subjected to experiment~d testing durir:_e; the 
course of these conferences. The aim at this parti-
cular point is to echieve a common understanding and agree-
ment of each pa.rt of the rating form so that u..'l'liformity 
of opinion and understanding ca.L1 be achieved. success-
ful training in this phe.se will strengthen the program 
anU. check in advance one of the inherent vJeaknesses in 
this ty1;Je of rating. 
Writt'en instructions appearing on the form 
should·be read, explaiued, discussed, and conclusions 
r·eached"as to eX~j.Ct meaning SO there will be unanimity of 
thout;;ht. 
Raters should be trained to guard against the 
im1)erf'ections inherent in themselves as raters, which are 
the pitf'alls of' the scale tY9e metho~, such as: 
1) halo ef'fect 
2) leek of spread in ratings 
3) bas:::..ng rat:i.ngs on guess work, supposi-
tion or ernotional bias 
4) basing rating on one isolated event or 
incident .. 
Although one isolated event or incident 
should not influence an entire rati.ng of an individual, 
nevertheless the practice of' recalling concrete exl:unples 
of perf'ormance and traits is desirable to make judg"nents 
iflore accur&. te. 
~~'hen all phases of the program hf,Ve been 
covered, it is advisable to have a practice session 
using the ratirJ..g forms, followed by discussion of the forms 
and any difficulties encountered in their completion. 
::;.ome, in fs.ct, have their· first experimental 
ratings com~leted under supervision in conference sessions 
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with discussions of each troit. This has been found 
very beneficial to the raters and has much rater scceptence. 
It al~o affords an excellent opportunity to discover any 
weaknesses in the procedure and the use of the r2.ting 
for-m, as \'\!ell as an opportunity to discover how success-
ful the troining progrb.m has been. 
If a post-rating interview ha.s been specified 
·as part of the rating procedure, adequate training must 
be planned for this. Training will usu2lly be eagerly 
sought by su·Jervlsors, who norn:ally shrink from handling 
interviews with their employees. 
Those who have used the interview successfully, 
stress the importance of such training for raters. Generally, 
the conference method hs8 been found most successful, 
supplemented by inovies and role playing with the 
participation of the prospective raters and interviewers. 
Recordings of each "interview" played back for 
the group enables the:n to criticise and note the good 
points of each:: case. Ey act:ually participating under 
all conditions which might be likely to occur in actual 
practice, supervisors gain both through actual partici-
pation and demonstration of others • 
. At first there ma.y be a fear s..nd reluctance 
on thepar·t of the supervisors to -participste actively 
in the role playinc before their peers, but tactful 
... ) 
training personnel can break dov;n their reserves. 
One author suggests the following plan to be 
uEed in trs.ining raters for the interview ,rhich he he.s 
used successfully:* 
1. plan the interview 
Decide on the time and plsce, get all the facts, 
plan the appro £tCh to suit the individual 
2. put the employee at ease 
Talk first about his outside interests or 
about the gener&l idea of the progress inter-
view. Be friendly. 
3. Expl~in fully the puroose. 
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Each time be sure to point out one or two ways in 
which it benefits him. 
4. Talk about good points first, then cover 
each point in detail. 
Avoid sto.rtine,·out on weak points 
5. summari2.e, starting vd th strong and v.reak 
points 2.nd develop a plan for improvement. 
After proper· training, supervisors, once the 
ini tiB.l plunge has been taken, feel that the outcome is 
ss.tisfying to both employee and themselves. 
The benefits to the sunervisors are import2nt. 
They are better supervie.ors, become more 8nalytic8.l in 
regb.rd to their employees and their vJork and are constantly 
aware of the necessity for development and training of 
personnel. 
~t-2, P• 143 
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3o Trial of TentE.ttlve plen 
M8ny compt:mies provide for a trial period for 
a ph:.n during v:hich rEtings are m8de e.t periodic interv;;,lso 
Just ~~s in the case of r~tin:c.;s ms,de under super-
vision when the forms ~:ce first used, it is \'fell to 
schedule conference periods after the ratings have been 
con~leted for the purpose of discussion, clearing up 
any misunderst&ndings on the part of sU:)ervisors and 
listening to their difficulties vrith the rating form.. 
The supervisor:". thus have an opportunity to voice their 
opinions .snd offer suggestions for improvement of the 
tr~its, descriptions and the design of the form itself. 
If, before such conferences are held, st~tis-
tice.l <:J.nalyses of the completed forms are made, rnore 
beneficial cliscussi:·n and trScining can be given. 
The ;nost com::1on tests as to the r,.dequacy of 
the rs. t ing progrb.m are: -l~ 
1. Relhbility - are the ratings consistent? 
2. ve.lid.lty - do the ratings me&.sure what 
tney are intended to ineasure - hov1 accur8.te 
are they? 
I 
3. Distribution - do the r~tings tend to 
follow the normel curve of distribution or 
are they all clustered at the high end of 
the scale or at the. centr~l 90int? 
4. Halo effect - do the r:;,_tinc,·s tend to 
show that one trait influences._,t~e marking 
of the others? 
5. Inter-correlation between traits - is 
there a tendency for rf:..tings on different 
trsits to be discrete? 
6. V&riation L1. averac;e ratinss - is the:::e 
a VG.riation in averages of different raters., 
between departments and those in different 
occupations? 
7. Relations of ratings to ages of raters 
or length of occupation with CO.inpany. 
such an analysis together with discussion in 
ter.illS underst~~ndable to the raters will be mo~t helpful 
during the trial period. FUrther training can be given 
without delay i"n areas found to be weak in the analysis. 
Concrete evidence is more helpful than much theory to 
the r~ters. 
It m&y be discovered that sotne trt:tits can be 
eliminated from the for.::n entirely, that their marking has 
no significance and that they are influenced by ratings 
of other traits to such an extent that they e.re value-
less. Tiffim" in his study of a 12 item merit rat-ing 
scale discovered that ·the form in question could be 
reduced to the evalue,tion of two items only. 1''7hile 
analytical studies during this trial period may not 
result in stcch drastic reductions in number of traits, 
it will tend to simplify the form so that when adopted 
permanently, it will be streamlined and v'.ill be well 
understood by all concerned. 
~~- 10, p. 336 
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4. selling the program 
Thus f'ar the discussion has concerned the 
su:;-;ervisors and their relationship to the program YJith 
sone emphasis on selling the program to them throUghout 
the development and installation. 
However, it is no less imnor-tant for the ulan 
.!. ~ 
to be sold not only at all levels of' management, but to 
the e1nployees as well. Selling the 9rogra.m to manac;ement 
must not be underestimated and overlooked. Many a good 
idea has been lost to a company because this point was 
neglected. Open hostility or detaclunent f'rom it on the 
pe.rt of management it self' can cause the f'ailure before 
the program is even launched. The v&lue of' the pro;r&.m 
must be shovm and constantly proven to keep the continued 
interest of management. T&.ngible instances are better 
than all the technical statistical data that can be· 
presented. 
The discovery of even a few instances of' hidden 
talent vdll do much to prove conclusively the worth of' 
the plan. 
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In additlon, employees must be sold on the program 
fro~ its inception. If they are not told officially 
when initial plans are made, rumor will spread its 
damaging tales and open hostility may result. However, 
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if through conferences, newsletters, cartoons and such 
methods, they are advised of the details of the plan and 
how much it Chn do for them, the selling Cb.n be very 
effective. 
This should not be considered a one-time 
sellii~ drive on the employees either. Tangible evidences 
of benefits must be demonstrated to keep their interest 
alive. If employees feel the beneficial effects of 
successful interviews, if some are promoted through 
merit, others transferred to jobs where they are happier 
bnd do better work, and these facts are publicized, 
enthusiasm will be maintained. 
Everyone connected with the program .must be 
well aware th:::ct at least a year if not longer is required 
for the successful launchin,; of a merit rating plane 
During this time constant and continued sup)Ort must be 
enlisted. Many plans have been developed and launched 
successfully only to have them die through loss of 
interest .. 
YJhen it covers all classes of personnel, merit 
rating is an· important managerial tool 8nd can be used 
as an excellent means of control as well as·development 
of personnel. 
E 
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This whole procedure may appear to be some-
what lengthy. But, a.s Driver~~ points out the results 
to be ~ttained are in proportion to the amount of energy 
expenqed. If a procedure such as just outlined is 
followed there is no reason why this method of merit 
rating may not be successfully employed by any C0111j_-Jany 
of the category considered in this paper. 
·-:. 
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Who rates Dis- Train- No. 
Super. Dept.Head cussion ing Raters 
X X Yes Yes 2 
X X yes yes 1 
X X Y.es yes 2 
X Yes No 1 
X yes 1 
X no 1 
X yes yes 1 
IV Report of an Original survey 
A. Choice of Sample 
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An integral and vital part of this study has 
been an original survey of the Merit Rating programs of 
financial institutions in the Metropolitan area of Boston. 
Originally, it was planned to include in this 
survey banking institutions which were members of the 
Boston Clearing House Association, as well as a sample 
of non-members. Insurance companies located in this area 
as well as investment houses were to be included. After 
talking with two or three of the investment houses, it 
was concluded that contributions to the survey would be 
meager in this area. Some insurance companies with home 
offices in other parts of the country were visited in the 
hope· that actual usage o:f' some of the newer and more com-
plex types of merit rating might be found. 
In all, twenty-nine financial institutions 
were visited. The size of the companies, classified as 
to number of persons employed, ranged from 75 to 6~000. 
The survey covered the largest institutions, and is be-
lieved to be a representative cross section of the re-
maining institutions within this classification. The 
practices reported herein would appear, therefore, to be 
an accurate picture of the practices generally followed 
in merit rating by such institutions in this area. 
Size of Companies Participating in survey 
(Classified by Number of Employees) 
Banks Insurance 
under 1~000 13 8 
1~000 - 2~000 2 2 
over 2~000 1 3 
Figure 7 
Comnanies 
In order to secure a greater response than is 
usual with: the questionnaire type survey, personal inter-
views were planned with institutions in the area. Appoint-
ments were made by telephone with the person responsible 
for personnel Administration~ which in the case of banks, 
was generally a Vice President. 
Response to inquiries, with but one exception, 
was most cordial, and the pe~sonnel Officers were most 
cooperative, eager to discuss as completely as possible 
their particular program. 
In the one case where the reception was rather 
disappointing, it was a woman personal Officer, curiously 
enough, who represented a rather large company. If her 
views were to be considered as representative of company 
policy, there was little contributed to the survey, but 
rather positive indications were given of a very real 
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need for more sound, practical and modern personnel policies. 
~...::-~·~). 
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Before any visits were made, a questionnaire was 
designed as a framework for the interviews in order that 
not only every pertinent detail of a particular system 
might be secured, but also to insure the consistency of 
the data secured in all cases. After the first two inter-
views, the form was revised somewhat to include additional 
data secured therein. A copy of this final questionnaire 
form appears in Appendix c. 
The questionnaire proved to be a very satis-
factory medium· for the conduct of this type of survey. 
It was never intended to restrict the interview to the set 
pattern of the questions. Nevertheless, it did prove 
not only to save the·time of busy executives, but also as 
a check at the conclusion of the interview to ascertain 
that all pertinent information was secured. Questions 
stimulated discussion and elicited much valuable informa-
tion. 
B· Findings 
The general results of this survey were com-
pared with survey of the National Industrial Conference 
Board in 1947*, and are tabulated below. 
Results shown by figures pertaining to banks 
would not appear to be as favorable in this survey. However-
it is believed that two reasons perhaps account for the 
variance in thes~ survey figures. The NICB surveyed a 
wider area and reports on 64 banks, while this survey is 
confined to one city where although there are many more 
than sixteen banks surveyed, the area is dominated by 
three or four banks with over 500 employees. 
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In other respects the two surveys seems rather 
comparable in results. 
Results of survey covered by This Report 
Clerical Employees supervisCX' s Executives 
No. of 
Companies No. Cos. % No. Cos. 1(; No.co s % 
Banks 16 7 44 5 31 1 6 
rnsur. 
Companies 13 8 61 7 54 3 23 
29 15 52 12 43 4 15 
NICB studies in personnel Policy No. 86 1947 
No. of Clerical Employees supervisors Executives 
Companies No. Cos. ~ No. Cos. 1(; No.Cos. ~ 
Banks 64 47 73 29 45.3 4 6.3 
rnsur. 
Companies 54 37 68.5 26 48.1 6 11.1 
Figure 8 
Of' the eight banks reporting no f'ormal merit 
rating plans, seven have periodic oral reviews of' all 
personnel f'or the purpose of' evaluating personnel primarily, 
in most cases, f'or merit pay·increases, and secondarily, to 
keep the personnel of'ficer advised of the capabilities, 
perf'ormance and potentialities of personnel in order that 
he may f'ill vacancies through transf'er and promotion. 
Likewise of the three insurance companies reporting no 
formal plans, two of these stated that the same type of' 
inf'ormal review was held with department heads of' all 
personnel. As a result of these interviews, in most cases, 
lists of employees by department are prepared recommending 
pay increases in specified amounts. 
The survey disclosed that it is more unusual to 
f'ind a f'ormal program in banks employing less than 1,000 
employees. Of' the thirteen banks employing less than 
1~000, only f'ive had formal programs. rt was the opinion 
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in most of these institutions that there was such an intimate 
knowledge of' all personnel and their performance by of'ficers 
and department heads that the informal reviews served the 
same purposes as a more formal plan, in spite of the f'act 
that no substantiation for action taken could be made. In 
addition, the feeling was prevalent that such a program would 
involve additional personnel to administer it. Generally, 
I 
1-
in these institutions an officer of the bank served as 
personnel Officer in addition to other duties. 
Of the two insurance companies that re?ort no 
program, one is in the process of revitalizing its 
personnel Department, with the subsequent reinstallation 
of a Merit Rating program, while the other although employ-
ing over 1,000 people contemplates no program. 
Type of' program 
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Of'_the many different types of Merit Rating Plans 
in existence in industry today, this tyne of institution 
seems to have a preference for the graphic scale described 
in Chapter II· With but two exceptions, the discontinuous 
scale appears on the forma of these companies. Although 
the limitations of' the continuous scale are recognized by 
the companies using them, they express no dissatisfaction 
with the results nor contemplate any change in the near 
,future. 
only two instances were found where the prose 
rating form and ranking method were used, and these occurred 
in smaller banks with under three hundred employees. 
The great variety in forms found is evidence to 
the truth of the statement made previously that the variation 
in style was limited only by the ingenuity and imagination 
o.f' those drawing up the plan. 
No one form was a duplicate of any other used 
by another company; all reflected the individuality of the 
comoany devising the form. Some of the forms were extremely 
simple, listing only the traits and degrees of presence. 
others amplified the traits and gradations by a sentence 
or phrase describing each factor. Still others went into 
considerable detail to ascertain the specific weak points 
and strong points of the individual rated and requested 
information as to the potentialities for advancement. 
Relatively few provided for comments as to areas where 
training was needed and required a statement of the super-
visor as to his plan for such assistance. 
who Rates 
It was universal practice for the employee to 
be rated by a sunerior, in most instances, by his 
immediate supervisor. In most cases only one rating was 
required, but it was common practice for the supervisorrs 
report to be read and approved by the department head. In 
such cases, any areas of disagreementwere resolved between 
the two before the evaluation was submitted to the personnel 
Department. Two of the companies report that two ratings 
are required on every individual, wherever possible. In 
one instance these two ratings were combined into a 
composite rating, and in the other instance both forms were 
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filed separately in the Personnel Department with no attempt 
to reconcile differences of opinion. Three of the companies 
surveyed required joint ratings of supervisor and department 
head. 
Objectives and uses 
Many objectives and uses of ratings were cited 
in Chapter I. One of the objectives of this investigation 
was to determine how extensively in practice among this 
type institution merit rating was used as an effective 
too1 of personnel administration. 
Almost universally, the companies visited cited 
that the primary reason for the interest of management in 
such a plan was to assist in the determination of merit 
increases of employees. The program of only one company 
has been constructed around the objective of employee 
development and guidance. This company has divorced 
itself from any reference to pay increases. 
One of the larger companies is at present re-
vising its entire program to change the emphasis from the 
concept of a basis of merit increases to a more advanced 
·program built around the objective of the eventual develop-
ment and consequent increase in efficiency of the entire 
working force and the maintenance of an adequate working 
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staff in all sections of the company. The program as finally 
constructed is hoped to assist the Personnel Department in 
determining the effectiveness of its practices and to assure 
the. operating departments of an adequate supply of efficient 
personnel at all times. Although it is being set up to in-
clude salaried employees up to a maximum of $10 1 000 yearly 
at present, its scope eventually will be all inclusive 
through the executive levels with the exception of top 
management. 
116. 
some officers immediately stated that they realized 
that merit rating·should not be tied so definitely to in-
creases and that more extensive research would result in 
not only sounder systems but also in the strengthening of 
their organizations through its application as a personnel 
tool. 
Before that point could be reached, however, it 
was stated that more research and much more training of 
supervisors would have to be undertaken. 
The.opjectives and uses found by this survey to 
be most common were: 
1. as a basis for merit increases within the 
range of salaries determined by Job Evalua-
tion 
2. promotion 
3. transfer 
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4. employee guidance and development 
5. discharges 
Employee guidance and development was found 
less frequently among the various plans. Few had a provision 
on the form for the stimulation of the supervisor in this 
phase of his duties, yet operating supervisors in most 
instances were responsible for the training of their em-
:·pa.gy<.HH~· Few also required information as to what the 
supervisor had done or planned to do in assisting the em-
ployee to impr·ove himself. 
In most cases, only borderline or unsatisfactory 
reports required positive action by the supervisor. In 
such instances a report of interview had to be submitted to 
the personnel Department but the emphasis appeared to be 
on the unsatisfactory performance of the . individual rather 
than the assistance it was possible for the supervisor to 
give the employee in improving his performance. 
Two i~stances were d~scovered which exemplify 
the extremes of p_ersonnel thinking and actionon ratings. 
After three unsatisfactory ratings, it is .quite possible 
for an employee to be discharged without having had any 
prior warning or any positive assistance given him to 
enable him to improve himself. While drastic action is 
not the rule in most companies, this example does.point 
out weaknesses that can exist in the administration of a 
rating system, both on the part of the Personnel Depart-
ment and the operating supervisors. 
Development of ~ plan 
Although five of the programs discussed were 
launched successfully by the personnel Department, most 
programs were formulated and installed by a committee of 
operating executives under the guidance of the Personnel 
Officer. It seeme.d to··be universally thought that these 
people not hnly would benefit by a study of existing 
plans used in business and industry, but that they would 
know best the type of program needed in the company. 
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This is admirable provided that one individual knows the 
theories of rating thoroughl~d can guide and explain 
clearly and understandably any complicated and technical 
points to these committee members. particularly, is 
guidance necessary in the selection of traits which will 
be significant for determination of successful performance 
in the company. As shown later in this chapter, the 
grea~ variety of traits used in companies which are so 
similar in nature might possibly be indicative of the 
lack of skillful guidance in trait selection. 
one interesting incident was brought out in 
discussion of the installation of a program by, one large 
Employee Development 
Of recent years, particularly since the termina-
tion of hostilities of world war II, progressive manage-
ments have been keenly aware of the shortage of executive 
personnel and the necessity of training and cl.eveloping 
within their own concerns their own employees. This 
point had been of considerable interest to the writer. 
It was hoped that evidence would be shown in 
this report that financial institutions had taken positive 
action in this phase of personnel management. 
While it is realized that generally they were re-
garded a·s conservative types of mana.gerrent, at the same 
time because of their position in paying slightly lower 
salaries than the going rate and the fact that they are 
now in competition with other types of business, it was 
felt that there was a prime necessity for emphasis on 
development of personnel and recognition of potential 
supervisors and executives within their ranks. 
It might also be pointed out that managements 
of banks and insurance companies have long been active 
supporters of off-duty training programs for their 
employees, which are peculiarly adapted for their business. 
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In spite of the fact that twelve of the companies 
reporting have made provisions for the rating of supervisors, 
the design of a form particularly emphasizing the traits 
needed by them was not too common. Only four of the pro-
grams were carried through the level of department head 
and of these only one specified the rating of exeuutives. 
Oddly enough in this case the one s im.ple form was used 
for the rating of all levels of employees. (See Appendix 
B-1) It is difficult to perceive how some of the factors 
such as, accuracy, volume and attendance were applicable 
or particularly significant at the higher management 
levels. 
Although the problem of middle management and 
executive development is recognized as important and a 
problem, rarely have the ratings been viewed as a personnel 
tool which could be used to locate training needs or as an 
aid in the selection of promising candidates for future 
development. 
Traits 
In an analysis of traits appearing on merit rating 
charts, Tiffin lists 35 traits * appearing on the forms of 
eighteen companies. In this study of fifteen companies all 
if 10, p. 323-4 
in a similar business, forty-eight different traits 
have been found in all. This illustrates how widely 
the planners of any program differ in their concepts of 
what characteristics are significant in determining the 
success or failure of employees in the performance of 
their jobs. 
Forty-eight Traits Appearing on Rating 
Forms of Fifteen Financial 
Institutions 
Absence 
Ability to learn 
Ability to get along with others 
Accuracy 
Alertness 
Adaptability 
Attitude toward Bank 
Attitude toward Criticism 
Appearance 
Attendance 
cooperation 
Dependability 
Diligence 
Efficiency 
Emotional Balance 
Energy 
Job Knowledge 
Judgment and common sense 
Loyalty 
Native ability 
Personality 
planning and organization 
Personal appearance 
Promotion possibilities 
Quality of work 
Quantity of work 
Realism 
Realism 
Resourcefulness 
self control 
Skill in human relations 
social adjustment 
Speed 
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Estimate of own Worth 
Fairness · 
Follow through 
Health 
stability and self-control 
sug§estions 
Housekeeping 
Industry 
Initiative 
Intelligence 
Job Interest 
Figure; 9 
Tact· 
Tardiness 
Thoroughness 
Trustworthiness 
Trend of Progress 
Volume of Work 
Traits most frequently measured were volume or 
quantity of work, quality of work, dependability and 
cooperation, in that order. The number of traits used 
varied from four in the·case of one of the larger 
companies to seventeen used in one of the smaller 
comnanies.. The median number of traits is eight which 
would conform with the opinion of several authorities 
who agree that preferably not more than ten traits should 
be measured on any one form. 
Although there has been evidenced a preference 
by authorities for segregating such traits as attendance, 
productivity on a separate part of the form, it was 
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noticed in this survey that these traits were most commonly 
rated along with-others by the immediate supervisor. In 
fact some of the most recently revised plans, which 
formerly provided for the segregation of such factors, 
now require the supervisor to rate these, and then use 
them as a check on· the reliability of the supervisor's 
rating. 
This survey did not support the theory that there 
is a tendency toward the utilization of fewer traits. * 
Although in the opinion of the personnel Officers evalua-
tions could be just as effective with relatively few traits, 
the most recently revised forms showed from ten to seventeen 
*10, 325 
the intent of the committee being the securing of as 
complete a description of the performance of the 
individual as possible. 
Most of the companies used the conventional 
five degree seale. Although definition of the trait 
itself was not universal, it was fairly prevalent for 
some definit~on of the degree of presence of each 
characteristic to be made. use of "scrambledrr scales 
to force the rater to read carefully each trait and 
subdivision was noted in two instances. 
In addition to the use of nscrambledrr scales, 
·one company used the four subdivisions to force 
supervisors to avoid.a tendency toward average ratings. 
Since this company apparently has built into its form 
many of the recommendations of modern authors, it is 
described as a case study separately. (See Study of 
Company R). 
scoring 
scoring was not found to be a common practice 
among financial institutions. Two of the companies, 
which had plans in effect for more than twenty years, 
stated that earlier programs required numerican scoring 
of forms. The results were so unsatisfactory that upon 
::!$vision of th~ir programs they avoided any return to 
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numerical scoring. 
There were three companies which required an 
overall evaluation or summary in words indicating whether 
the performance as a whole was outstanding, satisfactory 
or unsatisfactory. In three cases arbitrary overall 
numericaL scoring was used, weights of traits having 
been determined by the committee. 
Most agree that arbitrary scoring is not satis-
factory, and for that reason avoid any attempt at 
arriving at scores. 
Frequency of Ratings 
There appears to be a definite preference for 
annual ratings of permanent employees. Although in most 
cases, these ratings were made at specified times of 
the year, there were two companies that expressed satis-
faction with ratings completed on the anniversary date 
of employment. It was contended that ratings so spread 
out through the year kept the importance of ratings 
foremost in the supervisor's minds, and that the practice 
li@tened the pressure on busy line supervisors. 
Ratings of new employees were generally made 
more frequently until the end of the first year of 
employment. 
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Rarely were there provisions £or interim ratings 
on the occasion of transfer or promotion. Ratings were 
sometimes required on the termination of employment with 
the company. 
Administration 
It appears to be universal practice for the 
personnel Officer to administer the program with whatever 
assistance he deems necessary. 
the assigned duty of one clerk. 
In most cases it has been 
The exeeptions to this 
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rule were the insurance companies with home offices 
elsewhere. In these instances, a psychologist administered 
the program performing the necessary statistical studies 
on the ratings. 
standing committees were reported by some companies 
to evaluate the success of the program. The chief duty 
of this committee, however, commonly appeared to be the 
reviewing of all ratings as a basis for the determination 
of merit pay increases. In four companies the Personnel 
Department was the medium through which reviewwas made 
for tl::e pu:rpos_e of determining_ whether the plan was 
achieving its objectives and if the program required any 
revision. 
Discussion with Employees 
Most students of merit rating feel very strongly 
that ratings should be discussed with employees. For 
this reason, the reactions of personnel Directors was 
of considerable interest to the writer. 
Quite generally, the opinion was given that 
sunervisors and department heads could not be relied on 
to conduct such a discussion successfully, and that in 
addition department heads were lothe to participate in 
such interviews. 
The consensus of opinion appeared to be that 
in setting up any program discussions should not be 
included, first, because of the inability of the depart-
ment heads and supervisors, secondly, because of lack 
of confidence in the reliability and validity of the 
ratings given by the supervisors. 
As one officer stated, "after all ratings at 
best are but the opinions of' the raters These ratings 
if inaccurate and revealed to employees could be as 
explosive as a charge of dynamite". 
Another important objection to discussion was 
the fact that in~erviews were time consuming, and manage-
ment was not prepared to require that busy operating 
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department heads add this duty to their already heavy 
workloads. The comment was made that they have enough 
dif£iculty in getting the evaluations completed at the 
proper times as it is. 
Possibly closely allied with the decision to 
avoid discussion with the employees, is the subsequent 
labelling conspicuously of the forms "COJITFIDENTIA.Ln.. In 
such instances, management avoids making any policy 
statement to ·the employees, so that only unofficial 
knowledge and rumor seeps down to their level. one 
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officer made the statement that in spite of the confidential 
nature of the program, he doubted that very many employees 
were in ignorance of the practice; however, it was after 
all a management prerogative that did not concern them. 
Information gathered from employees of such 
institutions shows that they are well aware of the 
existence of such programs, but that misinformation is 
more abundant than the correct information and on the 
whole would indicate a source of low morale. one employee· 
of many years experience with a company cited that he was 
unaware of the fact that, due to personality differences, 
he had received three unsatis£actory ratings until he 
quest·ioned the Personnel Director as to why he did not 
receive certain promotions for executive positions for 
which he was well qualified by experience, training, and 
knowledge. Needless to say, the unfairness of the situa-
tion, the personal hurt and shock of final knowledge 
were devaBtating to the morale of this individual. 
six of the participating companies follow a 
policy of requesting that interviews be held with 
individuals who received unsatisfactory ratings. In 
three, the interviews were held in the Personnel Denart-
ment. In the others, the personnel Director stated that 
they had no control over the operating supervisors 
and so could not be sure that they were conducted or 
were conducted satisfactorily. 
Employees are not generally allowed to see their 
ratings either in their department or in the personnel 
Office. Some employees are allowed to discuss their 
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status with the personnel Director, but in certain instances 
this exercise of his fundamental right "to know where he 
stands" operated against his best interests. Only four 
of the companies interviewed welcomed such visits from 
employees and offered assistance in attaining his own 
personal goals in the company. 
status of Progrants 
For the most part, executives expressed satisfaction 
with their programs as they presently exist. one company 
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felt its program was too limited in objectives and 
consequently has spent considerable time in research in 
order to revise it. Two stated that they were in full 
agreement with the theory of rating 1 felt it was necessary 
to have formal plans since supervisors were constantly 
rating employees, and that it should work, but for some 
reason either their programs were poorly planned or launched, 
at any rate they were not considered successful and that 
there was considerable dissatisfaction by all concerned. 
Training 
The area most neglected by financial institutions 
has been training. This statement agrees generally with 
the results of other surveys as well as the critics of 
existent practices in rating. This is one reason why 
the graphic scale has not been used as successfully as 
it might be. 
Only three companies have regular supervisory 
conferences at which the plan has been thoroughly explained 
and discussed. one company stated that the committee 
originating the plan was composed of 80 per cent of the 
people who did the rating for the company, and that 
was deemed training enough. The rest presumed that raters 
can read and understand the instructions and trait 
descriptions, and that while training is desirable, is 
too time con~ing. 
Relatively few recognized lack of training as 
a weakness in their program and a bar to the attainment 
of their objectives. 
It was almost universally agreed that if ever 
discussion of ratings was to be included in the program, 
considerable training of these same supervisors would 
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be necessary. One company with a continuous training 
program has had considerable success by using role playing, 
and eve~tually intends to make the interview part of the 
program. At present they are concerned with making their 
supervisors more competent and feel th~t by this method 
of continuous education, the supervisors will be able 
to handle the interview with assurance and with confidence 
in the accuracy and validity of their own ratings. 
Selling 
There was no evidence in any of these discussions 
that a definite selling campaign was conducted to sell 
the program to any level of management or to the employees. 
Failure to sell the program has been cited before as one 
possible reason for the great dissatisfaction with two 
programs now in existence. 
One company stated that the process of installing 
the program has sold the raters themselves, but in that 
same company, because it is confidential, there has 
risen considerable opposition among the employees 
unknown to management. 
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v case studies 
As stated earlier, although moat companies used 
the graphic scale and had certain characteristics in 
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common, there were many variations in the programs employed. 
For this reason, this section will be composed o~ studies 
of some of the programs of the institutions surveyed. 
Since a complete discussion of the characteristics 
of all programs has been made in Chapter IV, only the 
unusual and most interesting phases of the programs will 
be pointed out in these case studies. 
While none of the companies selected for 
presentation as ~ase studies represent complete conforma-
tion to the Merit Rating program outlined in Chapter III, 
each one does demonstrate the practicality o:r some of' the 
principles advocated. In certain cases, weaknesses cited 
earlier in the use of the graphic scale are exemplified. 
A· Merit Rating program of Company A 
Company A is one of the larger financial institu-
tions in Boston. It has a well-staffed Personnel Depart-
ment, highly integrated, using to the fullest extent the 
various tools of personnel Management. The Department is 
under the over-all control of one Vice president, two 
Assistant Vice Presidents and three personnel Officers. 
This institution:· has numerous branches in 
the Metropolitan area as well as foreign branches in Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Cuba. 
There are several points that mark the program 
of this company for particular interest: 
1. The program has been in effect for the past 
twenty-five years during which it has been revised from 
time to time. It has always received the whole-hearted 
support of management and has never been allowed to lose 
its importance. 
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2. The present form was the result of a revision 
made by the personnel Department not too long ago. 
3. There are two forms used, one to substantiate 
recommendations for salary increases and the other for the 
attainment of other personnel objectives. 
The program is administered by the personnel 
Department. Progress ratings are required annually for all 
employees from each ~ediate supervisor and approved by 
the Department Head. Any areas of disagreement between 
the two are settled before the forms are returned to the 
personnel Department. 
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The personnel Departme~t makes a general review 
of all forms by Department to discern any evidences of the 
"halon ef.fect or tendencies on the part of the raters to 
mark too high or fllump" the ratings in the center o.f the 
distribution. The opinion was given that generally the 
ratings tend to follow quite closely the normal curve. 
other than this review, no statistical studies are made 
of the ratings. 
All ratings are transferred to the central 
Ability Card of each individual. (Appendix B-1) This 
card will contain fifteen years of ratings on each em-
ployee along with a rather complete biography of the 
employee's progress by dates, position, and salary. When-
ever any discussions are held with any employee, or when 
any action is contemplated, this card gives the personnel 
O.f.ficer a quick regwme of the experience, training, and 
capabilities of the individual. 
The Rating Form 
There are two progress report .forms used .for 
different purposes. The rating completed for determination 
of pay increases is not transferred to the central ability 
card of the individual. The regular progress reoort is used 
to measure the progress of' an individual and is considered 
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the true merit rating form. 
The yellow Progress Report (A?pendix B-1) is 
completed annually on all employees and at interim dates 
when transfer or promotion is made. It will be noted that 
it is quite simple with but six traits. 
The comments requested provide the Personnel 
Department with information which they consider useful 
when they are contemplating the transfer or promotion of 
an individual. This form is used for all levels of em-
ployees, clerical, supervisory, and executive. 
Department Heads are not required to discuss 
ratings with employees unless they are unsatisfactory. 
Although supervisory training is continuous and intensive 
with dinner conferences held weekly, the company does not 
feel that supervisors and department heads are ready as 
yet for periodic discussion of ratings with employees. 
Every unsatisfactory rating of any individual 
is reviewed along with all other information available in 
the personnel Department. Discussion of the rating is 
then held with the department head and immediate super-
visor. If the rating has not been t alked over with the 
employee, a report of such an interview must be made to the 
personnel Officer. In some cases, the personnel Officer 
may also interview the employee for the purpose of guidance 
and possible transfer to work for which he may be better 
suited. 
In reviewing such ratings, the personnel Depart-
ment seeks to determine ~ossible areas of training of 
training required and also checks on its employment 
procedures. 
Employees are free at any time, without fear of 
reprisal from superiors, to request an interview with the 
personnel Officer to discuss their status and future with 
the company. Clashes of personality are recognized as 
human, and it is also recognized that an employee may be 
quite unsuccessful in one office and do exceedingly well 
in others. 
The white Progress Report (Appendix B-1) is 
used for the purpose of recommending salary increases. 
The unusual feature of this f'orm is the addition of five 
additional traits, one of which is promotability. This 
f'orm is completed by the supervisor three months'f'rom the 
date of employment, then 6 months and thereafter on the 
anniversary date of employment. 
Another unusual feature of' both forms is that 
there are no written instructions, nor detailed trait 
descriptions. Although complete instructions were given 
and discussion is held intermittently in the supervisory 
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training conferences, possibly·more detailed descriptions 
of traits and subdivisions would strengthen the form. 
The company is satisfied with its present form 
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and program, and feels that it attains the objectives sought. 
It is never considered a finished project, and may be further 
refined from time to time in the future. 
Another interesting feature of the program is 
the inclusion of all levels of management, who are rated on 
the one form. This is all the more surprising after a 
study of the traits is made. They do not appear to be 
very significant for the higher management levels. 
The addition of a statistically trained employee 
with a thorough knowledge of rating assigned to the 
administration of the program, would probably result in 
considerable changes in the form itself as well as 
strengthening the program as a whole. 
whatever criticisms may be made of the program, 
all levels of management and employees from messenger to 
executive are well satisfied both with this particular 
program and the administration of the Personnel Department, 
and that would seem to be the best criterion to use in 
the judgment of its success. 
B. Merit Rating program of Company B 
This institution would come under the classifica-
tion of one of the smaller companies, employing less than 
500 people. Despite its size, about three years ago a 
complete system of Job Evaluation and Merit Rating were 
installed. 
Reports are made on each indiVidual on the 
anniversary date of his employment, the reasons being 
that it is less of a burden on busy supervisors and also 
keeps them aware of the importance of continuously 
evaluating their p~rsonnel. 
As is the case with many of the other companies 
surveyed, ratings are not discussed with the employees 
unless unsatisfactory, in which case the personnel Officer 
sends for the employee for a counselling interview, at 
which the form is not in evidence at any time. This 
officer is of the opinion that department heads in all 
cases cannot be relied upon to complete the interview 
with the extreme tact and understanding necessary in cases 
of this type. In addition, he hopes by the interview to 
see if the services of the employee can be utilized to 
better advantage in any other section of the company. 
Formal training has not been given the super-
visors, but the personnel Officer calls the rating 
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supervisor if a study of the ratings reveals either lack 
of understanding of the forms, or any evidence of the 
weaknesses inherent in this type of rating is indicated 
by his ratings. 
This form is an example of the continuous scale 
type, not found too often in business today. It will be 
noted that careful definition has.been made of each trait 
degree. The form itself is very complete and detailed, 
intended to give a very comprehensive report of the 
performance of the individual. It is also designed to 
show what ~ture capabilities the individual has for 
advancement to supervisory positions. 
The same form is used for supervisors together 
with a supplementary form (Ap~endix B-2), which con-
tains nine additional traits relating specifically to 
supervisory performanc.e. 
It appears to satisfactorily achieve the 
objectives of the program, which include salary in-
creases, promotion, transfer, employee training by the 
supervisor, and employee guidance. 
The officers feel that the form is perhaps too 
detailed and time con~ing, and that possibly the same 
information could be achieved with a simpler form. 
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c. Merit Rating program of' Company G 
This plan is interesting chiefly because this 
institution~ which employs over 1,000 employees has had 
performance rating of personnel in effect for more than 
thirty years. The exact date of installation of' the 
first plan is lost in history; no records have been re-
tained; nor are the original policies known. 
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The original plan was maintained until about 
three years ago~ when it was decided that a change was 
advisable. One reason was that through the years rating 
had become automatic and had become such a routine pro-
cedure that no particular significance was attached to it. 
Originally~ quarterly "efficiency" marks were 
prepared for each employee on the following basis: 
Maximum No. 
Trait of' Points 
1. volume 25 
2. Deportment and 
initiative 20 
3. Attendance 25 
4 .. Speed and accuracy 30 
100 
I 
J 
--~-. -·~.  .-. _,... 
These marks were transferred~ individually as 
to trait, to the master record of each employee retained 
in the personnel Department at which time the D~iginal 
rating sheet was destroyed. 
The system currently used was devised by a 
committee of operating executives. It is administered 
by two employees in the personnel Department, who also 
administer the Job Evaluation program, and are assigned 
ttresearch duties". 
Under the old plan, all were rated up through 
the department head level. Department heads were rated 
by the officer in dlarge of his department. It is 
interesting to note that now employees and only first 
line supervisors are rated. Senior supervisors and 
department heads are no longer rated. 
The new plan is primarily designed to 
substantiate and serve as a basis of determination of 
merit increases, with no emphasis as yet on promotions, 
transfers, and other uses of rating·. 
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Ratings are filed separately in special employee 
folders. They are not transferred to a master card. 
Two ratings are required on each employee. 
These ratings are not combined, but are used independently. 
In practice, ratings are reviewed by the department head, 
who may actually initiate one of the ratings; 
Research is limited to a study of ratings by 
department to determine if' they are "skewedn, or if there 
is evidence of the "halo effect". They are also scanned 
to cull out the poor worker. 
Numerical overall ratin~s have now been 
arbitrarily assigned, which is a recent development. 
At first, it was unanimously agreed that the old plan of 
point values had resulted in such dissatisfaction that 
every attempt to get away from numerical values was made. 
BUt now, at the request of the department heads, in order 
to facilitate the consideration of each employee for 
salary increases as well as to check on the ratings of 
the raters, a system of scoring has been adopted using 
numerical ranges. 
Discussion of ratings has been avoided to date. 
It was stated that more use should be made "to pick out 
the laggards, tag them for warning and discussion, or 
study as to proper work assig~ nt". Ratings will be 
discussed in the Personnel Department on the request of 
an individual. There is a feeling that bitterness might 
result if employees were allowed to see their ratings. 
There is no· stated management policy on the 
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rating program, and like the old system, knowledge employees 
may have is unofficial. Relatively few feel that they 
can go to the Personnel Department to see what their 
status is or what their future may be with the institution. 
Raters are not trained except in instances where 
weaknesses in rating are found. It has been the ~eeling 
that they should be able to follow instructions. The 
personnel Administrator felt personally that a system was 
only as good as the training given the ra'ter, and that it 
is an area that must be considered in the future. 
The consensus of opinion appears to be t~t 
the present plan is an improvement over the old system~ 
but that it is in a period of transition, and needs 
considerable refinement and improvement. At the moment 
they are waiting to see if further developments will be 
made by others which they can accept. It is the hope by 
executives that it has raised employee morale, but it was 
stated that there was a feeling that employees were not 
really interested in the program. 
Employees comment that it is a step in the 
right direction, but that it "has far to gon. Combined 
with job evaluation, older, long service employees feel 
that it has helped morale and that it should result in 
a more equitable wage structure as well as a means of 
recognition of the quality of their work.· 
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A comparison of the present plan and the earlier 
shows that there was no marked change except that factor 
degrees were added. The present plan shows little improve-
ment over the old plan in design of form or administration 
of the program. In view of the long years of experience 
with ratings, it is disappointing that more extensive use 
of this tool is not made by the Personnel Department to 
aid it in achieving its objectives. 
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D. Merit Rating Program~ Co5>any R 
This company is particularly interesting because 
of the unique~ess of its system. What differentiates the 
program of thi~ company from all others studied in this 
survey, is the self-appraisal completed by the employee. 
The company is small, employing less than 500 
employees, in the home office in Boston and with various 
agencies throughout the country • 
. The program was launched about three years ago 
by a committee of operating department heads, under the 
guidance of the Personnel Director, a Vice President. 
The seventeen factors were chosen by these men as being 
most representative of qualities essential for the per-
formance of any job in the organization below the level 
ofa.epartment head. 
The program has the whole-hearted support of 
top management and all levels of employees. Everyone 
appears to be enthusiastic about it. Its aims and 
objectives are known and thoroughly understood at all 
levels. · 
Training is the responsibility of the depart-
ment heads, and off-duty training courses are also 
encouraged. Training at the supervisory and department 
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head level is accomplished by conferences. one conference 
covered all phases of' merit rating, the f'orm, and ita uses. 
Discussion was later held to clear up any questions that 
might have arisen through further study and use of' the 
f'orm. From time to time further informal discussions are 
held about the program, with criticisms of' weaknesses 
and suggestions f'or improvement welcomed f'rom all levels. 
At the present time items 16 and 17 are being 
studied f'or f'Urther refinement of' the definitions of' 
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trait subdivisions. Criticism of' the gradation definitions 
has been made and suggestions f'or more realistic definitions 
are being received and studied. 
In other words the program is dynamic, never 
considered a finished project, and is constantly being re-
viewed f'or possible improvement and refinements. 
The principle objective of' management is to se-
cure constant improvement of' performance at all levels 
through periodic evaluation, and to insure tbat each section 
has an adequate and most efficient work f'orce. The evalua-
tion and interview reveal areas of training needed. A 
plan is conceived to assist the employee to not only im-
prove his performance in his present job, but to attain 
his goals within the company, and so to plan his develop-
ment. 
The Personnel Director uses the form to aid 
in the selection o:f employees :for promotion and pay in-
creases, but these are secondary to the primary use :for 
employee guidance. 
There are three steps in the procedure: 
1. Employee Sel:f-Appraisal 
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The employee completes an appraisal o:f himself, 
using the :form provided :for this purpose, the white :form 
shown in Appendix B-4. Such appraisals have been deemed 
quite accurate in most instances. It has been :found, 
however, that the superior employees tend to underrate 
themselves and the lower employees tend to overrate them-
selves at :first. As a rule the rating o:f the department 
head tends to be somewhat higher than that o:f the employee. 
The self-appraisal leta the employee know what 
is expected o:f him, removes the secrecy from management 
reviews. All employees know they are regularly rated, 
and the plan shows them how they are rated and why. self-
appraisal is believed important in encouraging self-im-
provement. 
2. Management Appraisal 
In smaller denartmenta~ rating form is completed 
by the department head. In larger departments the appraisal 
is made by the aunervisor and reviewed with the department 
head for substantiation and agreement. Although the emp-
loyee baa already completed his own appraisal, this is not 
examined until after the management evaluation has been 
completed. 
3. Interview 
The department head, supervisor and employee 
meet to discuss the rating forms. Any discrepancies are 
discussed at length until agreement has been reached. 
plans are made to assist the employee through training 
to improve his performance, and plans are likewise made 
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by the enployee for his own improvene nt o.f work performance. 
At the conclusion of the interview, both the 
department and employee sign the form. 
Right of Appeal 
If any emoloyee is dissatisfied with his rating 
or his interview, or feels .for any reason that a clash 
of personalities is involved, or feels that improvement 
or advancement cannot be achieved under his current 
supervisor, he has the right and will be heard by higher 
authorities. one or two cases have been referred to 
the president, where the problem was solved. The warm 
support given the program by the president is evidenced 
by the .fact that he will discuss any problems with employees 
and seek to find a satisfaction to such problems. 
Every employee knows that he has this right 
of appeal and can exercise it freely witbout jeopardizing 
his future with the company. 
The Rating Form 
The company realizes that there are more than 
the optimum number of factors on their form, but feel 
that for the accomplishment of a satisfactory interview 
each characteristic is important and satisfactory. 
It is recognized that some additional factors, 
such as leadership, should be included for the supervisory 
level. Possibly a solution to ~his problem would be the 
designing of a separate form with only factors significant 
in determining satisfactory supervisory performance 
included thereon. 
It will be noted that three safeguards have 
been "built intot' this form to guard against the "halo" 
effect, and also central tendency of raters. There are 
but four factor degrees, and in most instances uuperlatives 
have been eliminated from the gradation descriptions. In 
addition, the gradations are scrambled. Each trait and 
its gradation must be read carefully in order to arrive 
at a correct evaluation. 
The factors and gradation descriutions are 
short, but very realistic and understandable. It is impor-
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tant that each is read carefully to avoid misinterpretation. 
For example~ where such an error might occur is item 13. 
Judgment and common sense, column 3 states "makes decisions 
quickly and erratically". One rating hastily might mean 
that a person makes decisions quickly and accurately; he 
may not also mean that decisions made quickly are necessarily 
erratic. 
The company has been well satisfied with the 
results of its program, feels that the objectives are 
being attained constantly. Morale is excellent~ and it 
is felt on the whole that a happier, more efficient and 
effective work force has been developed through this type 
of program. 
Although this particular company is small, it 
should not be concluded that this same type of program 
is ill-suited for the needs of a larger company. A 
Detroit Bank .JE- has reported success with a similar plan 
and its plan was devised for a company employing 
approximately 1,000 employees. 
E· Merit Rating Program.£! Company U 
Company U is one of the largest of the companies 
surveyed. 
What makes this particular company distinctive 
is the progressive development of rating through the 
years. For many years, a form of ranking was ueed. In 
1946, a new system, after study in committee, was installed 
patterned somewhat after a form suggested by the Life 
Office Management Association. This was a 7 degree 
graphic scale, resembling somewhat a form of check list, 
but without the detailed study of statements usual to a 
check list. It measured eleven factors and resulted in 
a rough numerical score which was used as the basis of 
determination of wage increases. 
For the past few months the rating program 
has been studied by a group of operating executives 
under the guidance of a Personnel Officer. 
This personnel Officer was one of the most 
competent and well versed in modern personnel Administra-
tion practices encountered in the survey. He has made 
a complete research study of Merit Rating Plans used in 
business today, and measured the advantages and disad-
vantages of each against the needs, policies, and 
practices of his company. 
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The resulting proposed plan, which appears 
in detail in Appendix B-5 is now being presented to 
department heads for further study and recommendations. 
On co~letion of their independent study1 
conferences will be held for the purpose of discussing 
all phases of the suggested program. 
As now proposed, the scope of the program will 
include all employees up through department heads and 
supervisors earning a maximum of $10,000 yearly for the 
present. A separate form is being prepared for the 
higher management levels emphasizing leadership and such 
qualities peculiar to higher level positions. 
It will be noted that this form is relatively 
simple and that the emphasis will be on thorough training 
of raters to attain the objectives of the program. 
A secondary objective of the new program will 
be the use of ratings to serve as a guide in the new 
salary program for determining salary increases. 
FUrther details are omitted here because the 
program is so well described in the literature accompany-
ing the f'orm in Appendix B-5. 
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VI Conclusions and Recommendations 
There are two basic policies of financial 
institutions, which must be seriously considered in the 
contemplation of a merit rating program satisfactory for 
these companies. First, employees are solicited or hired 
on application quite generally from the high schools of 
the area in and around the city. Secondly, promotion is 
for the most part affected from within the ranks of the 
company. It is still a general axiom of this type 
company that one can rise from office boy to President, 
rarely as it may actually occur. 
There are, of cour.se, e:x:ceptiom to both these 
policies. Some college graduates or business school 
graduates are hired, but their services are rarely 
solicited, nor is 'this type of employment attractive to 
or offer·opportunities for rapid advancement in position 
and salary for the graduate of higher institutions of 
learning. 
The second major exception in practice to these 
policies is that on few occasions it has been known that 
higher level personnel, chiefly on the executive level, 
have been employed by banks fromcQ1iltside. In such cases, 
the presumption has been that no one then employed could 
fill satisfactorily such positions. 
In view or the prevalence or these two basic 
policies, the survey results were disappointing in the 
incidence or merit rating plana in this business today, 
regardless or the size or institutions surveyed. The 
reliance on unsystematic judgments in so many cases, 
as evidenced by Tables II and III, rails to consider the 
most f'u.ndamental responsibility or management , that is, 
to conscientiously assure itselr that the company is 
supplied with an adequate and most erricient working 
rorce in every section at all levels of management. 
In Chapter I certain characteristics or a 
sound system of rating as described by nr. M. w. 
Richardson were cited. Rererence to these characteris-
tics show that in actual practice among financial 
institutions, none of the plans conform to the require-
ments in every respect or a sound program. 
The deviations from these requirements are 
generally as rollows: 
1. While each plan has been individually 
constructed to fit the needs of the company, the use-
fulness of job analysis has been on the whole ignored 
and factors have been selected arbitrarily by the 
committee. 
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2. Although companies feel the results are 
reliable, no provision has been made by any to statis-
tically assure themselves of the reliability and validity 
of their rating forms. 
3. Scoring, when used, has been arbitrary 
relying too strongly on the judgment of the rater or 
reviewing authority. No scientific procedures are used 
in scoring. 
4. The scope of many programs is too narrow. 
Programs are not generally coordinated with Personnel 
Administration, or based on the two fundamental policies 
of these companies, cited earlier in this chapter. 
5. No attempt has been made by any to deter-
mine the significance of traits to ascertain which 
discriminate between success or failure with the company. 
6. Few attempts have been made to combat in-
herent weaknesses of graphic scales, the type generally 
used. 
?~ Use of techniques to force a spread in 
the ratings is rare. 
8. Many forms are long, complex, and there 
is a definite lack of training in their use, so essential 
when the graphic scale is to be used effectively. 
g. Little has been done in the direction 
of ttrating the rater" or evaluating his< own ability and 
skills as evidenced by the ratings he has made. 
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10. In most cases, the plans were deemed 
economical and practical, but no estimate of costs or 
savings were made by any of the companies. 
It may be concluded from the results of the 
survey that most companies are not utilizing their 
programs to their fullest extent.. Programs are not 
coordinated with other Personnel activities. Although 
most personnel Administrators recognized merit rating as 
a valuable tool for their use, generally the scope of 
their programs is too narrow, and there is too much 
feeling that the future will develop an ideal program 
peculiarly suited to these institutions, which can then 
be adopted generally. 
If one of the principa;L objectives to use·,rating 
as the basis for determination of merit increases,possibly 
the plan of Company A, which provides for the use of two 
fer ms, one designed specifically for that purpose, might 
be adopted. (see Appendix B-1) 
The experience of a few companies has been 
unsatisfactory when merit rating is used predominantly for 
the determination of increases. This would support the 
theory of one author * that ratings should be divorced 
from attainment of any reward. 
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The uses .yet to be explored by personnel 
Departments generally are: 
1. more active use in selecting potentials 
for promotion to supervisory and executive 
positions 
2. as a clue to areas of training required 
3. as a check on the success of employment 
practices 
Even without stated policies, personnel De-
partments could use the ratings more effectively in 
assisting them to discharge their responsibilities. At 
present there is a wealth of material in their rating 
files forgotten and unused. 
Management is guilty in many instances of 
neglect in stating a policy in connection with rating. 
The assumption that it is a management prerogative is 
considered false today; it is common feeling among 
students and authorities on Personnel Administration, 
that employees wish to and have the basic right to know 
"where they stand". Failure to define policies leads 
to miaunderstanding and misinformation at all levels, and 
is dangerous ~ractice today. 
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Type o:f Plan 
On the completion o:f the research involved in 
the presentation o:f the principle types o:f plans described 
in Chapter II, it was then concluded that the graphic 
scale, despite its weaknesses, would perhaps be the best 
suited :for the companies surveyed employing over 1,000. 
To support this conclusion, two of the companies 
studied which employed psychologists, have constructed 
and used successfully graphic scale :forms. 
Research conducted in connection with the 
determination of the signi:ficanc~ o:f traits presently 
used, might well result in a decision that the Forced 
Distribution Method as described by Ti:f:fin would more 
· successfully meet the needs o:f some of the companies who 
presently use the graphic scale type. EVen with this 
method, however, a check list o:f traits as suggested by 
Tiffin would be necessary to disclose weaknesses or strong 
points which would be helpful in discussion, or selection 
:for promotion or transfer. 
DUe to the prevalence of the opinion that rating 
is a burden on busy operating supervisors, the possibility 
o:f the revision of present scales to attain a simpler 
:form, might well be explored particularly for use in 
large departments where the pressure o:f work is greatest. 
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For the smaller companies that now use in-
~ormal reviews, particularly those who systematically 
and conscientiously evaluate personnel by "corridor" 
contact with su~ervisors and employees, a study of the 
Field Review Method is recommended. It is believed that 
this technique would not only not be more complicated 
but would be a more scienti~ic and systematic method 
achieving more tangible results, which are/substanftiated 
than a ~ormal·type plan, and yet retain the i~ormality 
these companies so desire. 
Administration 
Generally, it was ~ound that administration 
o~ the program itsel~ was weak. There was a prevalent 
lack of technically trained personnel necessary for the 
proper administration and evaluation of such a program. 
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For the most part the addition of one person, statistically 
trained, assigned speci~ically to this task would greatly 
strengthen all the programs studied. 
The results would indicate that there is 
generally a need for review of the forms and objectives 
of management by competent personnel first and later by 
committee members. 
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Traits 
Evidence has been presented earlier as to the 
wide variance both in number and type of traits used. It 
is obvious from even a casual study of them that many of 
the traits are not significant in determining the success 
or failure of an individual with the company. This 
further corroborates the acute need for a thorough study 
in order to determine the most effective combination of 
traits to attain the objectives of the program. 
An example of what is meant would be the 
appearance of the factor attendance and quantity or volume 
of work produced on a supervisory form. Surelyt leadership 
and a trait to indicate competence in supervision and 
control of employees would be more applicable. In 
addition, production in many instances is merely another 
estimate and cannot be measured accurately or in other 
cases there are more accurate measures of such production 
not immediately available to the rating supervisor. 
The use of objective traits originally intended 
to insure greater accuracy in ratings may only be false 
presumptions of accuracy, and when checked against 
actual records may point up glaring inaccuracies in the 
rating procedure. 
-····--~-~---
With the quite apparent lack of training on 
the part of raters, it would appear that forms need 
considerable study for improvement both as to the proper 
selection of traits and more careful and realistic 
definition of traits and trait subdivisions• 
Weighting ~ scoring . 
Unless statistically trained personnel are 
assigned to the job of reviewing results of the program, 
wisest are they who refrain from any attempt to score 
their forms. 
The forms as they exist cannot result in too 
accurate evaluations in the hands of untrained raters. 
It may be concluded that these raters are people of high 
school backgrounds for the most part, who may have had 
since employment certain specialized courses in banking 
or insurance. The probability of their b.a.vi ng been 
trained in personnel work or administration except from 
actual job experience is remote. 
Rating without adequate training, as well as 
scoring of rating forms by such individuals could be 
questioned justifiably by employees. 
Eventually provisions should be made in any 
program for the summarization of the ratings in numerical 
terms. This phase of the subject was discussed at length 
earlier. 
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Training 
The importance of rater training has been 
reiterated throughout this thesis. There is no less 
emp~asis on this phas~ of merit rating in the literature 
devoted to the subject. 
In a few companies there are already existent 
training programs for supervi~ors to ass-ist them in the 
effective performance of their duties. How well suited 
these conferences are for the thorough indoctrination 
of supervisors in the rating procedure. Included also 
into any program should be role playing specifically 
designed to train suoervisors in the conduct of proper 
interviews with their workers. 
It is the firm conviction of the writer that 
no matter how well trained technically the sunervisor 
must be~ he will not be successful as a supervisor un-
less he is adequately and completely trained in the 
field of personnel Administration. They are the people 
closest to the worker level, and a great part of their 
duties is concerned with the administration of personnel. 
In the exercise of their duties, it is difficult to per-
ceive how any supervisor can avoid discussions with 
personnel or can·avoid training their personnel in the 
proper performance of their WQrk. 
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Considering the backgrounds of the average 
person who becomes a supervisor in one of these companies, 
t~aining in this field would appear to be particularly 
desirable. Those who have engaged in such training 
programs may be found to be no less enthusiastic or emphatic 
than the writer on this phase of the subject, and yet how 
neglected is this in actual practice. 
selling 
The most helpful medium of selling any rating 
program is through a training program. Frequently in the 
interviews., it was stated that supervisors and department 
heads felt that rating, however beneficial, was a burden, 
distasteful and interfered with their ordinary duties. 
correct sellihg and indoctrination should prove to these 
supervisors that it is no less a part of their duties than 
any other assigned task or mission. 
The faat that ratings are done only at intervals 
and the faat that it is a long term program, makes it 
neaessary that aonstant selling be done by those charged 
with the administration of the program. Tangible evidence 
of the helpfulness of the program and its values must be 
presented from time to time. such proofs as the disaovery 
of hidden talent among the employees, and the subsequent 
development of such would do muah to s eil the program to 
all levels of the company. 
Frequency of Ratings 
Although it appears apparent from this survey 
that in most companies ratings are made annually, most 
authorities feel that this is rather a long interval be-
tween ratings. This also may be one reason for the 
lack of enthusiasm among raters and the general feeling 
that it is an additional burden superimposed on their 
usual duties. 
Possibly there may be a ver7,good argument for 
annual ratings in the case of employees with long service 
for whom there is not much possibility for change or 
advancement. 
Discussion 
With one or two exceptions, this would appear 
to be one of the most neglected phases of merit rating 
programs. It is realized that until supervisors are 
properly trained not only in the rat.ing procedure but 
also in the proper conduct of interviews, it may not be 
possible to include discussions as part of the rating 
program. 
Not only have the employees the right to 
know where they stand, but they also should be instructed 
on what standards of work performance they are expected to 
meet by their supervisor. 
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In the long range programs., it is believed 
that most authorities would agree that provisions for 
including discussion in the program should eventually be 
made. 
Banks and insurance comryanies would appear 
to have been among the early pioneers of rating. ~ In 
view of this fact., it ·is surprising that more has not been 
to nerfect their merit rating programs. 
#One bank in this area has had a rating program in 
existence for over 30-years. 
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List of' Banks and Insurance Company 
participating in the Survey 
Boston Five Cents Savings Bank 
Boston Safe Deposit and Trust Company 
Brown Brotlaer s Harriman 
D8.y Trust Company 
Federal Reserve Bank of' Boston 
Fiduciary Trust Company . 
The First National Bank of Boston 
Merchants Cooperative Bank 
Tae Merchants National Batik of' Boston 
The National saawmut Bank of Boston 
The New England Trust Company 
pilgrim Trust Company 
Rockland-Atlas National Bank 
second National Bank of' Boston 
state street Tru~t Company 
united States Trust Company 
Aetna Life Insurance Company (Boston Office) 
American Mutual Liab. Insurance Company 
Boston Mutual Life Insurance Company 
Columbian National Life Insurance Company 
Employers Liability Assurance Company 
Fairfield and Ellis Insurance Company 
E:ardware Mutua1 Casualties Company 
John Hancock Life Insurance Company 
Liberty Mutual Insurance Comoany 
Lumbermans Mutual Casualty Oo. (Boston Office) 
Massachusetts Bo~ding Insurance Company 
New England Mutual· Insurance Company 
Maryland Casualty Company 
No. of 
Employees 
200 
340 
75 
100 
1~450 
88 
2,978 
100 
235 
1~500 
230 
124 
~~0 
S60 
650 
124 
300 
3,000 
150 
250 
3,600 
100 
350 
6,000 
600 
600 
800 
1~000 
130 
172. 
173. 
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Appendix B-1 
Forms Used by Company A 
174. 
PROGRESS REPORT 
Basing your rating of the qualifications of the person named below upon the progress you think 
an individual should have made who has been doing the work for the same length of time, enter 
a check mark ( y) opposite each trait under the grade you candidly think he deserves. 
DATE EMPLOYED I I~ DEPT, POSITION MO. I DAY I YEAR EMPLOYEE'S NAME NUMBER NUMBER 
What duties does he perform? ________________________ _ 
pproximately how long on this work? __________ _ 
TRAITS Excellent Good Satisfactory Border Line Unsatisfactory 
AccuRAcY: Does work correct-
ly the first time 
VoLUME: Produces a good 
day's work 
consistently 
.· 
THOROUGHNESS : Does job thorough-
ly and accepts re-
sponsibilities fully 
ABILITY To LEARN: Grasps new or un-
usual work ·require-
ments quickly 
CooPERATION : Gets along success-
fully with others 
PERSONAL Is well-groomed, 
APPEARANCE: dresses neatly 
and in good taste 
List other good points ____________________________ _ 
Inform us fully of all weak points in his personality and work other than those noted above. 
What other positions does he know well enough to do m emergencies? ________ _ 
To what work could he be assigned to capitalize on his strongest qualifications? _____ _ 
DATE SIGNATURE 
Additional comments, explanations or qualifying remarks, should be placed on the reverse. 
AA 4111 
I PROGRESS REPORT I TIMES ABSENT 
TIMES TARDY IF 
IN EXCESS OF I Z 
:E OF DATE OF -' 
.1! LAST INCREASE PRESENT PROBABLE RTH EMP. NAME .... DEPT. POSITION ~ ANNUAL SALARY YR. MO. YR. NO. NUMBER MO. YR. AMT. SALARY CEILING 
)OVe job number correct?---o~--:c:---(If not, give staff member's present job number ______ job name_ ______ _ 
Yes or No 
----------------.and date when transferreu_ _______ ,) How long on this job?-------
s the job description describe ALL of the PRESENT duties? __________ (Omit references to "Volume" here but RATE on that tcait below.) 
Make a check mark ( V) opposite each Trait under the grade you think is deserved. 
TRAITS FAR EXCEEDS EXCEEDS MEETS FALLS SHORT OF ---
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS 
AccuRAcY: Does work correctly * 3 4 5 6 
the first time. 
VoLUME: Produces a good 
day's work 
7 8 9 10 
consistently 
THOROUGHNESS; Does job completely, 11 12 13 14 
with full attention 
to details 
.ABILITY To LEARN: Grasps new or un- 15 16 17 18 
usual work require-
ments qttickly 
COOPERATION: Gets along success- 19 20 21 22 
fully with others 
PERSONAL Is well-groomed, 23 24 25 26 
APPEARANCE: dresses neatly 
and in good taste 
27 28 29 30 
AcTIVE - 1- 1- ADVERSELY -
ATTITUDE TowARD BANK BOOSTER FAVORABLE UNCERTAIN CRITICAL 
31 32 33 ~ 
ALWAYS - GENERALLY 1-- NoN 1- EMOTIONAL 
ATTI.TUDE TowARD CRITICISM RECEPTIVE ACCEPTS CoMMITTAL RESENTFUL 
35 36 37 38 
- 1- 1- 1-
USABLE IDEAS-HOW OFTEN SUGGESTED FREQUENTLY OCCASIONALLY SELDOM NEVER 
39 40 41 42 
ABouT - UNDER- 1-- 1- OVER- -
EsTIMATE OF OWN WoRTH RIGHT EsTIMATES IT UNCERTAIN EsTIMATES IT 
43 44 45 46 
- - - -EXCELLENT GooD PossmiLITIES 
PossmiLITms FoR JoB AHEAD PROSPECT PROSPECT AVERAGE PooR 
* Comments, explanations or qualifying remarks, which will help us to know the individual better, should· be written on the reverse hereof. 
When explaining any rating, refer to it by Block No. $ 
• 
y9u recommend a salary increase? For the NORMAL amount? Yes or No Yes or No (If for some other amount, I I 
l how much? ______ per year. On the reverse, please substantiate other than normal recommendations by an explanation.) 1 
~0 "'""'-" is tocommondod, pl"'"' givo re"o"' on tho '"""""· s' GNAT u R • --j 
I 
l 
! 
t 
I 
l 
I 
I 
l 
l 
NUMBER 
COMME:NTS, E:XPL.ANATIONS OR 
BLOCK 
QUALIFYING RE:MARKS 
·-
.. 
--
.. ... 
' 
~ ---
. ' 
SHOULD. BE WRITTEN HEREUNDER. . 
--
. . 
-··' 
... .· . 
-· 
-· ---
.. 
·-·· 
-
RN PLACE 
UCATIONAL RECORD 
TE EMPLOYED 
ST TWO EMPLOYERS 
Date 
trtment Transferred Position 
Thereto 
I>XCELLENT 2-GOOD 
SINGLE 0 SEPARATED 0 WIDOW 0 
MARRIED 0 DIVORCED 0 WIDOWER 0 
INTRODUCED BY 
Rater &. Date Rater &. Date Rater & Date Position Traits Number 
1 2 3 + 5 1 2 3 + 5 1 2 3 + 5 1 
Accuracy 
Volume 
Thorough-
ness 
Ability 
to Learn 
Coopera-
tion 
Personal 
Appearance 
Rater &. Date Rater & Date Rater & Date 
Traits 
1 2 3 + 5 1 2 3 + 5 1 2· 3 + 
' 
I 
Accuracy 
Volume 
Thorough-
ness 
Ability 
to Learn 
Coopera-
tion 
Personal 
Appearance 
Rater & Date Rater &. Date Rater &. Date 
Traits 
1 2 3 + 5 I 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 
' 
I 
Accuracy 
Volume 
Thorough-
ness 
Ability 
to Learn 
Coopera-
· tion 
Personal 
Appearance 
3-SATISFACTORY 4-BORDER LINE 
Rater & Date Rater & Date 
2 3 + 5 1 2 3 + 5 
Rater & Date Rater & Date 
2 3 4 
' 
I 2 3 4 5 
Rater & Date Rater & Date 
2 3 4 s I 2 3 4 5 
5-UNSATISFACTORY 
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175. 
NAME·------~~----------------------------~ DATE·----------~--
EMPLOYEE PROGRESS REPORT 
Instructions 
The aim and purpose of tb.is Job Performance Rating is to appraise -justly and fairly - the recent perform-
ance of tb.is employee on b.is present assignments. Tb.is employee's value to the bank depends primarily (but not 
completely) on how well he is doing b.is job and the accuracy and fairness with wb.ich you are able to appraise b.is 
performance depends upon your unprejudiced and considered judgment. 
In making tb.is rating, please keep the following considerations in mind: 
Do not rate b.im as to how well he has done some other job, or might do some other job; simply rate 
b.im on how well he is doing b.is present job; 
Do not be unduly in:B.uenqed by an occasional incident; on the other hand, do not be overly liberal in 
-making allowances; 
Do not be tempted to give too high ratings just to avoid trouble. Be fair but critical - otherwise your 
rating will be of no value; 
T:cy to make your ratings in such a way that you can justify them to the employee and show b.im why 
you have rated b.im down at certain points if tb.is should become necessary at any time; 
. . 
--·You should begin with fairly -low ratings for new employees but be prompt to raise ratings as quickly as 
merited so as to stimul~te the employee's incentive for improvement; 
Under no condition discuss or reveal ratings of any employee with other employees; 
Be careful not to overrate· older employees and underrate younger employees - unless deserved, 
of course; 
Be careful not to oyerrate a person because he J?OSsesses.abilities not needed or used on b.is present 
assignment; 
Remember: the classification of the job has nothing whatsoever to do with performance rating. In 
other words, an employee on a lower classified job may have a b.igher job performance rating than an 
- ' 
employee on a higher classified job; 
Do not attempt to fill out tb.is rating under stress of unfavorable recent circumstances . 
. GSOl- 8-48 -lOOd 
Name~·----------------~----------- Position~· -------------------- For Period Between_·-------------
PERFORMANCE RATING 
An expert on all Thorough kD.owl.: Adequate knowl- .Somewhat limited Very limited -
phases of the job. edge on most phases edge to meet-aver- -- below our pres- definitely lacking. 
JOB KNOWLEDGE of the job. age job require- ent <Jtandards. 
ments. 
Always exception- Usually a very hard A good worker. Generally below Inclined to take 
ally industrious. worker. our present stand- things easily, · 
JOB INTEREST ards; inconsistent, or wastes time. 
Always an extreme- Usually a very Meets normal job Below our present Very slow and lim-
ly fast worker - rapid worker- requirements. standards, or in- ited in work vol-
VOLUME OF WORK turns out an excep- turns out more consistent. ume. tional amount of than an- average 
work worker. 
Always extremely Very accurate- Usually good qual- Below -our present Barely adequate-
accurate- never seldom makes mis- ity of work. standards, or in- makes many mis-
QUALITY OF WORK makes serious mis- takes. ·consistent. takes. takes. 
Has outstanding Is very good at Is reasonably good Is fairly slow in Is definitely slow 
ability as a self- getting things go- at getting things ~etting .tbfn_gs go- to start assign-
INITIATIVE starter - takes the ing quickly. started. mg, or 1s mcon- ments. lead quickly .. sistent. 
-
Is extremely Is very reliable and Is usually reliable Need'! some follow- Needs considerable 
prompt and relia- prompt :U carrying and prompt in up to insure get- supervision to in-
DEPENDABILITY ble in carrying out out instructions carrying out in- ting work assign- sure getting assign-instructions with with good results. structions. ments completed ments in on time. 
e.'!:ce1lent results. on time. 
Is remarkably fast Learns rapidly. Has good ability Is slow to learn Is ve:ry slow or 
to learn all aspects to learn reasonably the job. limited in ability 
LEARNING ABILITY of the job. - fast. to learn the as-. .. s1gnmen •• 
.. . 
Extremely valuable Very valuable be- Versatility or Only slightly - Adaptability prac-
because of knowl- cause ot versatility. adaptability lim- adaptable on jobs tically neghgible. 
ADAPTABILITY edge, experience or Can pinch-hit on ited to few jobs of lesser job-
skill on variety of jobs of same job upon which he is grades: 
jobs on same or grade. only moderately 
higher job-grade. effective. 
Exceptionally co- Gets along well Co-operates with Reluctant to co- Resents or resists 
operative- always with others and others reason11bly oper11te if asked. helping others. 
CO-OPERATION ready t<> help freq11ently volun- well. 
others. teers to help. 
Has remark11ble Has unusual ability_ Gets along satis- May be: the source · Is the source of 
ability to get along to get along well factorily with o£ friction occa- friction frequently 
PERSONALITY extremely well with with everyone; - others --"- no fric- sionally, or is un- - apt -to antagon-
everyone; extremely pleasant; well liked tion. _ impressive;- fails to ize others. 
_ pleasant, well liked by alinost everyone. attract. 
by all. 
-
Perfect attendance Nearly perfect at- Occasionally absent Frequently absent Is too frequently 
ATTENDANCE and 
record unmarred by tendance and punc- or late, but not or late. absent or late to 
tardiness or ex- tuality record. to.excess. be depended upon. 
tended relief peri-
PUNCTUALITY ods. 
-
.. 
I 
UL 
JSAL 
'TH and 
~OPMENT 
Check any of the following which) in your opinion, accurately tefiectthis employee's present and 
future value to the bank. 
0 Present assignment seems best to suit his ability. 
0 Has done verj well when pinch-hitting on other assign.nlents. 
0 Has probably reached the limit of his development; 
0 Seems capable and interested, but needs development and experience. 
- . 
0 Capable, but not i:r;tterested. 
0 Under-qualified for present job- shows little promise of development. 
0 Present performance is considerably affected by health, vitality, or other physical handicap. 
0 Outside conduct or personal affairs jeopardize his work. 
0 This person is getting along in years and consequently his present performance is affected. 
0 Should be assigned a simpler type of work. 
0 OtherConunen~: --------------~----------------------------------~--
Along what lines. do you feel he needs to improve himself to become more effective and valuable? 
'a). What is-tfiis empfoyee-doing to' improVe himself for bank work? . 
b) How effective are his effom in self-improvement?· 
c) What do you suggest we might do to encourage his growth?. 
d) What one tl,Ung more than anything else is keeping this employee from becoming more effective 
in his work? - · · · · · ·. . 
e) What have you done to help-him overcome this condition-? 
f) What has been his reaction to your help? 
g) What else can be done? 
h) If this p(;lrson is not doing the work for which he is b~s~ suited, what do you suggest? 
i) ·To what extent does this employee possess qualifications for a supervisory positl.on? 
· · j) Other comments; _:_------------~--------------'----------------------------
SUMMARY 
t 
> 
l: 
·. Despite his rating, his major weakness is: 
Despite his rating, his major asset is: 
Irrespective of this employee's job performance rating, what is your attitude toward him:: · 
0 · pe:tinitely want to keep him. 
0 Be pleased to keep him. 
0 Am satisfied to have him. 
0 Prefer not to have him. 
0 Definitely do not want him. 
Reason·--------------------------------------------------------------
Do his fellow-employees generally have the same confidence in him that you have? 
. __ '.l.')!!s_is_: _ 
0 His first rating. · 
___ Q_Fir~~ !a~~g ~-~r_ new j9_b _ ~signm_~nt.:_ 
0 Regular rating. 
0 Special ratirig. 
[] Termination· rating. · - - · · 
In "what way have the work assignments for this employee changed since his last rating? 
· ---'Fhis rating-is based-on:--
0 Intimate daily contact. 
___ D . .Frequent observation of the results of his .work. 
0 Infrequent observation of the results of his work. 
0 Reports from others. 
Rated by·--~--~~----~--~--~~-------=~~---.--------------~ (Signature of Rater) (Title) (Da 
-Re~ewedby_·--------------------------------------------------------~ (Signature of OfficeJ:) (Title) (Date 
Approved by Rating Committee-· ----------------,.---...,------------------------1 
·(Date) (Init 
_ ~~~~~e<!_ b_:y !erso~el C?ommittee ·-__ --__ -------------------------------------1 (Date) 
-· Report to Employee by·'""·-;_· -----'-''------'----'-'-'-'---------'----''------------------.,--i 
(Name) (D 
rre~--------------------------------------- Ihte.~·---------------------
ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE RATING FACTORS FOR SUPERVISORS 
(TO BE ATTACHED TO EMPLOYEE PROGRESS REPORT) 
Has unusual talent Usually very har- Reasonably con- Occasionally has Group morale low 
>NNEL 
for securing and monious group tented group some friction or due to friction or 
maintaining spirit. morale. discontent. unrest. 
IONS smooth-'rUD.D.ing group with high 
morale. 
ITZING and Extremely well Usually very well Reasonably ade- Tendency to im- Apt to be haphaz-thought out. organized. quate. provise, or be in- ard. 
out Work and consistent. 
!res 
IVING and Persistently and Usually well and Reasonably well Occasionally ne- Inclined to take consistently done carefully done. done. glected, or incon- work for granted. 
tgWork of with meticulous sistent. 
care. 
nates 
OPING An inspiring and A very fine in- Reasonably satis- Fair. Poor. 
DINATES remarkable teacher. structor. factory. 
Training and· 
ion 
riVENESS IN Always exception- Usually very well Reasonably satis- Tendency to be Poorly controlled. 
:;oNTROL ally well controlled. controlled. factory. loosely or incon-
Determination sistently controlled. 
~, Equipment 
mnel Require-
Remarkably con- Usually very effec- Reasonably satis- Fair, or incon- Too aggressive or 
N"TING IDEAS vincing with excep- tive with very good factory. . sistent. too weak. 
tionally fine sue- success. 
ts cess. 
Decisions are ex- Decisions usually Decisions are Inclined to make Decisions apt to be 
ffiNTand tremely sound a:tid sound and well- reasonably good. snap judgments. ill-considered or 
well-timed. timed. poorly-timed. 
rr Sense 
. 
Summation of department's individual Quality ratings •. 
TMENTAL 
of Work 
.. 
Summation of department's individualVolume ratings, 
TMENTAL 
of Work 
-
. 
. 
. 8-48-250 
' 
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PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
(This forlll to be used only for non- supervisory eMployees) 
tiOD COVERED BY REVIEW ___________ _ to ______________________ _ 
Please read the instructions on the reverse side of this page before 
revie~ing the performance .of eMployees. 
TY OF WORK 
SIDER THOROUGHNESS 
P·ERFORMANCE 1 ACCU-
y AND NEATNESS 
'ITY OF WORK 
SIDER ONLY VOLUME 
DUCED, BASE ON 
ORDS IF AVAILABLE 
IDABILITY 
SIDER TRUST THAT MAY 
'LACED IN CARRYING 
ASSIGNED DUTIES 
:RATION 
SIDER WILLINGNESS TO 
P AND TO GET ALONG 
H OTHERS 
SIDER INTEREST IN 
I APPLICATION TO 
:K 
liNG ABILITY 
SIDER ABILITY TO 
•RN QUICKLY AND TO 
'AIN INSTRUCTIONS 
I DANCE 
ISONNEL DEPT, WILL 
•cK THIS FACTOR ON 
;Is OF OWN RECORDS 
SUPERIOR 
EXCEPTIONAL 
VOLUME 
) 
EXTREMELY 
RELIABLE 
EXCEPTIONALLY 
COOPERATIVE 
UNUSUALLY 
ENTHUSIASTIC 
( ) 
VERY QUICK 
TO LEARN 
( ) 
ALMOST NEVER 
LATE OR ABSENT 
VERY GOOD 
( 
BETTER THAN 
AVERAGE 
( 
REQUIRES ONLY 
OCCASIONAL 
SUPERVISION 
VOLUNTEERS TO 
ASSIST OTHERS 
WORKS 
DILIGENTLY 
LEARNS 
READILY 
SELDOM LATE 
OR ABSENT 
• 
( 
MEETS OUR 
STANDARDS 
( 
AVERAGE 
( 
REQUIRES ONLY 
NORMAL 
SUPERVISION 
WORKS WELL 
WITH OTHERS 
SATISFACTORY 
REQUIRES 
NORMAL 
INSTRUCTION 
) 
OCCASIONALLY LATE 
OR ABSENT BUT NOT 
TO EXCESS 
FAIR 
( ) 
LESS THAN 
AVERAGE 
( ) 
REQUIRES 
CLOSE 
SUPERVISION 
( 
COOPERATES 
RELUCTANTLY 
( ) 
SOMEWHAT 
INDIFFERENT 
) 
LEARNS 
RATHER 
SLOWLY 
( 
FREQUENTLY 
LATE AND/OR 
ABSENT 
( ) 
UNSATISFACTORY 
( ) 
ENTIRELY 
INADEQUATE 
( 
CANNOT BE 
DEPENDED 
UPON 
( 
DOES NOT 
COOPERATE 
( ) 
I NOI FFERENT 
AND LAZY 
( 
MUST BE 
I NSTRUCT.ED 
REPEATEOLY 
( 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ATTENDANCE 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
INSTRUCTIONS 
(1) Listed on the reverse side of this page are several factors which you are to consider in 
reviewing the job performance of an employee under your supervision. Read these instruc-
tions carefully before you start your review. 
(2) Check the degree of each factor which, in your opinion, best describes the performance of 
the employee. Your independent judgment is requested. The performance of each employee 
will, in most instances, be reviewed by two persons in a supervisory capacity who have 
knowledge of the employee's work. 
(3) Rate fairly and without personal prejudice either for or against the employee. Do not 
let your opinion of one factor influence your judgment with respect to any other factor, 
(4) Consider only the period under review. Do not be influenced by the work of the employee 
prior to the period covered by this review or by unusual incidents not typical of the 
employee. 
(5) l:se extreme care. Accurate rating is of the utmost importance to the employee and to this 
bank. 
(6) It ~s not expected that more than 5 to 10 per cent of the employees ~n any department will 
he found in the highest or lowest degree of any factor. 
(7) Do not check 'Attendance'. This factor will be based on records of the Personnel Depart-
ment. 
(8) When the Performance Reviews are completed please initial below and return them to the 
head of your department for delivery to the Personnel Department. 
(9) Do not discuss your opinions of performance with any employee inc-luding the person under 
review. After the reports are made a part of the Personnel records any employee will 
have the privilege of discussing the report covering his performance with a representative 
of the Personnel Department. 
( 10) For any information concerning the preparation of the Performance Review please consult 
the Person~el Department. 
17S • 
. , . 
:;..,-, ~ " ,.~ t ; :. ·~· ... 
Appendix B-4 
Forms Used by Company· R 
EMPLOYEE RATING CHART 
oyee's Name Department 
-------------------------------- ---------------------------------
sion, Section, Unit Job Title 
------------------------
Employed -----------Number of Years _______ months ______ in this Department. 
RUCTICNS: For EACli of the 17 factors listed, place a check mark ( ./) in the space at left of 
phrase which most appropriately describes the above employee. Factors are defined on the re-
e side. 
Aca.JRACY 
SPEED 
EFFICIENCY 
PERSCNALITY 
AND MANNER 
INITIATIVE 
ABSENCE 
TARDINESS 
OOOPERATI 00 
JOB INTEREST 
JOB KNOWLEDGE 
rRUSTWORTHINESS ( 
DEPENDABILITY 
)UDG\1FNT AND 
COOMCN SENSE 
LOYALTY 
HOUSEKEEPING 
INDUSTRY 
GENERAL IN-
TELLIGENCE 
EVALUATION 
Unusually 
accurate 
Low to moderate 
output 
Devises sound 
shortcuts 
Creates dissension 
and irritates others 
Acts intelligently 
as problems arise 
Rare 
Rare 
Will help associates 
if they request 
Takea pride in the 
work 
New and learning 
Seems to be fair and 
square 
Requires reminders 
Can't reach a deci-
sion 
Passive 
Negligent 
Starts slowly, stops 
quickly 
Understands why with-
out explanation 
Prefer not to have 
this employee 
( ) 
Usually Accurate 
Consistently low 
output 
Requires help or-
ganising work 
A good influence on 
whole department 
Bogs down 
Frequent 
Frequent 
Offers help to 
associates 
Doesn't care 
Well informed 
Inclined to •chisel• 
No results without 
prodding 
Does the right thing 
at the right time 
Destructively crit-
ical 
Careful, neat and 
orderly 
Intermittent spurts 
Slow on new ideas. 
Not retentive 
Particularly desire 
this employee 
Occasional errors 
~derate to high 
output 
Inefficient 
Does not stand out 
in a crowd 
Seeks help when 
problems arise 
Occasional 
Occasional 
Helps associates if 
supervisor requests 
Only interested in 
the pay 
Fair knowledge 
Instills complete 
confidence 
Foll~up seldan 
needed 
Makes decisions 
quickly and errati-
cally 
) Many errors 
Consistently high 
output 
or,aniles work 
well 
Satisfied to have 
around 
Foresees problems and 
prepares for than 
Continual 
Continual 
-unviilling to help 
) asaociatea 
Likes to get the 
work out 
Outstanding in job; in-
formed on related jobs 
Exploits any privi-
lege extended 
Usually dependable 
Eventually comes to 
right conclusion 
Constant and en thus- Influenced by person-
iastic al ideas 
Has periodic clean- Careless 
ups 
Coasts along Consistent worker 
Does not understand Catches on with first 
after several explana-- explanation 
tiona ~ 
Satisfied to have Pleased to have this 
this employee employee 
If it is desirable to make any comments, please indicate by a check mark here ( ) and 
on reverse side. 
ture of Department Head or Rating Official ----------------------Date ____________ __ 
~artment head and I have discussed this rating chart and he has explained the reasons for 
tings given. 
Employee's Signature 
FOR USE OF THE PERSONNEL DIVISION 
Covered ____________________ _ to _______________ _ 
times 1------· Absent _____ times Including ill _______ days 
1. ACOJRACY 
2. SPEED 
EFFICIENCY 3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
PERSOOALITY AND 
MANNER 
INITIATIVE 
ABSENCE 
TARDINESS 
OX>PERATION 
JOB INTEREST 
JOB RNOWLEDGE 
TRUSTWORI'HINESS 
DEPENDABILI'IY 
]UJXMENT AND 
COWON SENSE 
LOYAL1Y 
HOUSEKEEPING 
INDUSTRY 
GENERAL 
INTElLIGENCE 
EVALUATION 
DEFINITIONS 
The correctness with which work is performed. Freedom from errors. 
Volume of work produced. Rapidity in completing assignments. 
Organization of efforts to produce best results. 
Appearance, dispo~ition, courtesy, tactfulness, and effect on other 
· employees. 
Acts intelligently without instructions. Suggests ideas, thinks con-
structively and originally. 
Absence without permission or adequate reason. 
Failure to report for work punctually. 
Willingness and desire to work harmoniously with others. 
Attitude toward performance of duties. Realization of the importance 
of the job. 
Knowledge of own and immediately related jobs. 
Evidence of personal integrity in all phases of conduct. 
Follows instructions and executes assigned tasks. 
Ability to analyze a problem, grasp essentials and reach a sound con-
clusion. 
Acceptance and support of company policies and the decisions of its 
officials, without regard to personal feelings. 
Consideration for the equipment and property of the company. Neatness 
of work area. General orderliness. 
Consistent application to work during work hours, irrespective of 
supervision. 
Possesses and effectively uses powers of reasoning and observation. 
Mentally alert. 
Attitude of the department head toward having this employee under his 
supervision. 
COMMENTS: Note any characteristic or activity which will assist in a better evaluation. 
Include L.O.M.A. or other study, hobbies etc. 
8488 9-60 
oyee's Name Department 
------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------
~ion, Section, Unit Job Title 
-----------------------------
Employed ----------------Number of Years ______ months ______ in this Department. 
nx::tiCNS: For EAGI of the 17 factors listed, place a check mark ( ./) in the space at left of 
~hrase which most appropriately describes the above employee. Factors are defined on the re-
e side. 
~COJRACY 
~FFICIENCY 
'ERSCNALITY 
\ND MANNER 
[N!TIATIVE 
ffiSENCE 
rARDINESS 
:OOPERATI CN 
roB INTEREST 
roB KNOWLEOOE ( ) 
~USTWORI'HINESS ( 
)EPENDABILITY 
1JIX1dENT AND 
:<MvtCN SENSE 
.oYALTY 
[OUSEKEEPING 
NDUSTRY 
Unusually 
accurate 
Low to moderate 
output 
Devises aound 
shortcuts 
Createa dissension 
and irritate• others 
Acts intelligently 
as problems arise 
Rare 
Rare 
Will help associates 
if they request 
Takes pride in the 
work 
New and learning 
Seems to be fair and 
square 
Requires reminders 
Can't reach a deci-
aion 
P.auive 
Nerlirent 
Starts slowly, stops 
quickly 
Understands why with-
out explanation 
Prefer not to have 
this employee 
( ) 
Usually Accurate 
Consistently low 
output 
Requires help or-
ganising work 
A good influence on 
whole department 
Bogs down 
Frequent 
Frequent 
Offers help to 
associates 
Doesn't care 
Well informed 
Inclined to •chisel" 
No results without 
prodding 
Does the right thing 
at the right time 
Destructively crit-
ical 
Careful, neat and } orderly 
Intermittent spurts 
Slow on new ideas. 
Not retentive 
Particularly desire 
this employee 
Occasional errors 
Mbderate to high 
output 
Inefficient 
Does not stand out 
in a crowd 
Seeks help when 
problems arise 
Occasional 
Occasional 
Helps associates if 
supervisor requests 
Only interested in 
the pay 
Fair knowledge 
Instills complete 
confidence 
Follow-up seldom 
needed 
Makes decis-ions 
quickly and errati-
cally 
Constant and enthus-
iastic 
Baa periodic clean-
ups 
Coasts along 
( 
( 
Does not understand 
after several explana-
tions ( 
Satisfied to have 
this employee 
Many errore 
Consistently high 
output 
Organises work 
well 
Satisfied to have 
around 
Foresees problems 
prepares for than 
Continual 
Continual 
Unwilling to help 
auociatea 
Likes to ret the 
work out 
Outstanding in job; 
formed on related j 
Exploits any privi-
lege extended 
ysually dependable 
Eventually comes 
right conclusion 
Influenced by pers 
al ideas -
Carelesa 
Consistent worker 
Catches on with firs · 
explanation 
Pleased to have this 
employee 
COMMENTS: 
8488 9-60 
DEFINITIONS 
The correctness with which work is' per formed. Freedan from errors. 
Volume of work produced. Rapidity in completing assignments. 
-d'rganization of efforts to produce best results. 
Appearance, disposition, courtesy, tactfulness, and effect on other 
employees. 
Acts intelligently without instructions. Suggests ideas, thinks con-
structively and originally. 
Absence without permission or adequate reason. 
Failure to report for work punctually. 
Willingness and desire to work harmoniously with others. 
Attitude toward performance of duties. Realization of the importance 
of the job. 
Knowledge of own and immediately related jobs. 
Evidence of personal integrity in all phases of conduct. 
Follows instructions and executes assigned tasks. 
Ability to -analyze a problem, grasp essentials and reach a sound con-
clusion. 
Acceptance and support of company policies and the decisions of its 
officials, without regard to personal feelings. 
Consideration for the equipment and property of the company. Neatness 
of work area. General orderliness. 
Consistent application to work during work hours, irrespective of 
supervision. 
Possesses and effectively uses powers of reasoning and observation. 
Men tally alert. 
Attitude of the department head toward having this employee under his 
supervision. 
Note any characteristic or activity which will assist in a better evaluation. 
Include L.O.M.A. or other study, hobbies etc. 
Appendix B-5 
Forma and Literature 
Pertaining to program 
of Company U 
177. 
EMPLOYEE RATING REPORT 
r~--------------------------
~--------------------------------------------------
r~ OF ~NTRY ------------~-------------------------
;ITION----------------------------------------------
)~--------------------------CIJ\SS _________________ _ 
~ART~NT-----------------------------------------
~SION _____________________________________________ _ 
!TION-----------------------------------------------
r~!) BY---------------------------------------------
'L~ OF RAT~R-------------------------------------
>ROVE!) BY ________________________________ :Div. Mgr. 
I --------
II -------· 
III --------
IV -------· 
v --------
VI --------
VII --------
VIII --------
IX --------
TOTAL 
AVERAGE 
RATING 
X --------
XI ---------·-
fuder each of the factors listed (I to XI) please check <v1 one statement which most accurately describes this employee 
~ have obse~ved him or her in the position named. ~t all jobs require factors II and IV; omit these factors if not 
~en ted in the job of the individual being rated, 
LEAR.NING ABILITY 
i. Needs repeated instructions. Slow to learn or shows 
no desire to learn. 
2. Routine worker. Requires detailed instructions. 
3. Is slightly below average in grasping new ideas and 
methods. 
4. Has satisfactory ability to grasp new ideas and methods. 
Average in ability. 
5. Is slightly above average in learning new ideas and 
methods. 
6. Grasps new ideas and methods quickly. Handles 
deviations from routine without assistance. 
III. INITIATIVE 
( ) 1. Must be told or shown what to do repeatedly. Lacks 
resourcefulness. 
( ) 2. Requires considerable urging. Must be told what to 
do frequently. 
( ) 3. Is slightly below average in resourcefulness and aggres-
siveness. Often must be told what to do. 
( ) 4. Has average resourcefulness and aggressiveness. 
Usually goes ahead when started. 
( ) 5. Is slightly above average in resourcefulness and aggres-
siveness. Frequently goes ahead, requiring little help. 
( ) 6. Is very alert and resourceful. Sees what is to be done 
and goes ahead. 
7. Has exceptional ability to learn new ideas and methods. ( ) 7. Is exceptionally resourceful and aggressive. Able to 
go ahead without detailed instruction. 
SUPER.VISOR.Y ABILITY 
1. Lacks qualities necessary for successful leadership. 
2. Is inadequate in the supervision and development of 
others. 
3. Is slightly below average in supervising and developing 
others. 
4. Has average ability in supervisory work. 
5. Is slightly above average in the supervision and develop-
ment of others. 
6. Is capable of effectively organizing and directing the 
work of others. Has well-developed supervisory 
ability. 
7. Has exceptional supervisory ability. Organizes and 
directs work most efficiently. !)evelops workers of 
high caliber. 
IV. 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
I 11015 ED. 9-48 PRINTED Ill u.s.A. (OVER) 
RESPONSIDILITY FOR PUBLIC RELATIONS 
1. Lacks ability to maintain good will with persons outside 
the Home Office through either correspondence or 
personal contacts. 
2. Has limited ability in maintaining good will. 
3. Is slightly below average in ability to maintain good 
will. 
4. Has average ability in dealing with individuals outside 
of the Home Office. 
5. Is slightly above average in ability to maintain good 
will. 
6. Is very capable in handling public relations through 
correspondence or personal contacts. 
7. Is exceptionally capable in dealing with persons out-
side the Home Office. 
V. JUDGMENT ..... 
( ) 1. Lacks ability in grasping essentials or reaching sound 
conclusions. 
( ) 2. Is apt to overlook the essential elements of a problem. 
( ) 3. Is slightly below average in the analysis .of problems or 
situations. 
( ) 4. Has average ability in grasping the essentials of prob-
lems or reaching sound conclusions. · Plans necessary 
action about as well as most people. 
( ) 5. Is slightly above average in the analysis of problems, 
( ) 6. Grasps the essentials of problems and reaches sound 
conclusions quickly. Well able to plan necessary 
action. 
( ) 7. Has exceptional ability in grasping essentials, reaching 
sound conclusions and planning necessary action. 
YI. 
( ) 
( ) 
COOPERATION 
1. Is in constant friction with others. 
2. Is difficult to work with. Shows reluctance to co-
operate. 
( ) 3. Is slightly below average in cooperativeness. Difficult 
to work with at times. 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
4. GetS along well with most people. Usually quite fair 
and tactful. 
5, Is slightly above average in cooperativeness. 
6. Is a good team worker. Always helpful, fair and 
tactful. 
7. Is exceptionally cooperative, tactful and fair in con-
tacts with others. 
VII. APPLICATION 
( ) 1. Wastes time unless closely supervised. Slow in start-
ing work. Works spasmodically .. 
( ) 
( ) 
2. Finds it hard to settle down and must often be urged. 
Poor concentration. 
3. Is slightly below average in concentration. Takes 
( ) 4. 
( ) 5. 
some time to settle down to work. 
Works well when interested. Average application and 
concentration. 
Is slightly above average in application. Starts work 
with reasonable promptness. 
( ) 6. Starts to work with more than reasonable promptness. 
( ) 7. 
Very good concentration. 
Starts work immediately and continues until finished 
unless interrupted for a good cause. Exceptionally 
industrious and conscientious. 
COMMENTS: (Attach supplementary sheet if necessary) 
1. What in your opinion are employee's strong points? 
2. What in your opinion are employee's weak points? 
VIII. VOLUME OF WOR.K 
( ) 1. Output is unsatisfactory. 
( ) 2. 
( ) 3. 
( ) 4. 
( ) 5. 
( ) 
Is a very slow worker. Does just enough to get byl 
Volume of work slightly below average. 
Output of work is average. 
Volume of work slightly above average. 
• I 6. Is a rap1d worker-turns out a good volwne of vi 
( ) 7. Performs an exceptional amount of work. 
IX. NEATNESS AND ACCURACY 
( ) 1. Work almost without value. Complete chec 
required. I 
( ) 2. Makes frequent errors. Most of work done is su 
to check. 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
3. Is slightly below average in accuracy and neatness. 
4. Is average in accuracy and neatness. 
5. Is slightly above average in accuracy and neatness. 
6. Makes very few errors. 
7. Is exceptionally accurate and neat. Practicall 
errors. 
I 
X. DEPENDABILITY 
( ) 1. May disappoint even after being impressed with 1 
for dependability. 1 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
XI. 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
2. Is reliable if impressed with need to be so. 
3. Is sli,ghtly below average in reliability. 
I 
Usually deserves confidence. Average in reliabi 4. 
5. Is slightly above average in dependability. 
6. Is very reliable. 
I 
7. Is exceptionally reliable. Justifies implicit confid~ 
I 
ATTENDANCE AND PUNCTUALITY 
1. Unsatisfactory (16 or more days) 
2. Poor ( 13-15 days) 
3. Below Average (10-12 days) 
4. Average (7-9 days) 
s. Above Average (4-6 days) 
6. Good (1-3 days) 
7. Excellent (no days) 
Total Days Absent Duration 
Number of Times Tardy 
Period Used 1 Yr. ( ) 9 Mos. ( ) 6 Mos.( 
3. How do you suggest that employee improve in work or attitude? 
4. What are you doing to assist employee in improving? 
5. Do you feel that employee lacks the qualifications necessary for the job?__________ If so, explain. 
6. Do you feel that employee has capabilities which exceed the requirements of the job?---------- If so, explain. 
7. Do you suggest that employee be transferred?---------- If so, to what kind of work? 
APPRAISAL AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDE 
Date ______________________ __ 
Date of Entry ________ _ 
__ Dept. and Div. -----------~-
on ___ ~·- _Class ____ . ~ ____ . ___ . _ _ __ -~------- _ 
])owing general definitions apply to each factor rated below. 
TSTANDING: The employee's performance is exceptional, approaching the best possible for the job. 
PERIOR: The employee's performance is beyond standard requirements for good performance on the job. 
DD: The employee's performance meets standard job requirements. 
CEPTABLE: The employee's performance meets minimum job requirements. 
BSTANDARD: The employee's performanc:e does not meet minimum job requirements. 
•LQYEES MUST BE RATED ON fAC10RS l,2,3,4,S,6,AND 13 
IC10f.S 7 'J.'HBJUGH 12 ONLY If JlPPLICAB!.E 70 JOB 
FACTOR 
~tity of Work: Volume of work regularly produced. 
Speed and consistency of output. 
Job Attitude: Amount of interest shown in work. 
--------
\ttendance: Extent to which employee can be counted on to i 
be on the job. i 
-t 
~~w!~~::so!fWJ:~: F~tent to which employee understands . I 
Judgment: The degTee to which decisions or actions are i 
sound. 
[nitiative: F~tent to which employee originates or 
ievelops constructive ideas and takes necessary steps to 
~et things done. 
5upervisory Ability: Degree of success in leading and 
Jeveloping others and obtaining results. 
~ffectiveness in Dealing with People: Effect on people 
che employee contacts as a result of disposition, tact, 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
_J. 
mthusiasm, sincerity, appearance, etc. I 
1ew duties and adjust to new situations. 
I . 
\ 
i 
- ---~ -· ·--r---·- -- --
! 
I 
-· - ... ------
f -------- •. 
~d-;:£..;;i.iJ~~-f:xt~nt to which emp]~yee is ~ble·-~;.,;rfom [ 
-- -- - . -. - - -- - - --· - - ---
)veral_l __ ~~.!.~~tion 3~ Fmpl oye~ Performance. 
l 
.. -------·---,-
I. 
GOOO 
i 
t 
I 
. - ----~------· 
I 
... 
-------- _j ___ +- --------- . -
i I i ~~ i --------~----
t 
I 
_j 
-1 
I 
. ! -
i 
I . 
Back of Form 2/19/52 
lo On what specific phase or phases of work does employee perform his or 
her best?-------------------------------------------------------------
2. On What phase or phases of work can employee improve?·_---------------
3. How can you assist employee in developing on his job? 
lo Additional instruction on the jobo If so, specifically whato 
2o Closer supervisiono Specifyo __________________________________ ___ 
3o Additional experience on the jobo ______________________________ __ 
~o Other---------------------------------------------------------
+. How can employee assist himself in developing on his job? __________ __ 
~o How can you assist employee in developing for possible future 
assignments? 
lo Additional experience on related jobs ----------- such as 
2o Transfer to different type of work such as -----------------------
Reason~----------------------------------------------------------
3Q Other---------------------------------------------------------
Merit Rating Questionnaire 
To: Department Representatives 
The members of the Perso~nel Advisory Committee have under-
taken a study of our present merit rating progrrun to re-
examine its purpose and use, and to recommend modifications 
to the present plan if such is warranted. 
Your participation in this study is invited. To assist you, 
the committee felt that it would be desirable to review 
their approach to the problem, tke considerations that 
were given, decisions that were reached, and the merit rat~g 
plan being considered. After you have had an opportunity 
to study this presentation, you are requested to prepare 
answers to the questions that follow. These questions will, 
in general, inform the committee what your thinking is witla 
respect to the suggested plan, your recommendations for 
adoption or rejection, or suggested changes. As a result 
of your participation, a completed program will be submitted 
. for your final review. 
P U R P 0 S.,:E 
For the past several years, the present merit rating program 
has been used almost exclusively as the basis for determining 
salary increases. A secondary purpose has been employee 
development. 
Merit rating programs, as sueh, may serve the following 
major purposes: 
l. · Ratings can provide a basis for which employees are to 
be given pay increases, promotions, transfers, or 
discharges. In this respect they serve as a basis for 
effecting personnel transactions. 
2. Ratings may provide a basis for the analysis of the 
strong and weak points of the employee so both manage-
ment and employee can direct their efforts toward the 
development of personal characteristics, skills, or 
information that will ~elp the employee to improve 
his performam e. such use of ratings empJa.asizes em~ 
ployee development. 
3. Ratings may also serve as a basis for establishing 
criteria for evaluating the testing program, training 
program, and methods of interviewing and placement. 
Used in this manner, ratings may serve as the basis 
for research to assure the selection and placement 
of the best qualified individuals for a given job. 
17S. 
It is the thinking of the committee that our merit rating 
program should have a broader scope in our overall personnel 
management program with primary emp1aasis on employee 
development, counseling, determing training needs. A 
secondary purpose would be that ratings serve as a guide 
under our new salary program for determining salary 
increases. 
Types of Plans 
Many methods· for rating employees are being used by indus~ry 
today. In general, these methods are grouped as follows: 
Ra.l:lking - In the ranking method, employees are aligned in 
order from high to low performance. This ranking can be 
done by paired comparisons, ma~-to-man comparisons, or any 
other number of methods. Although the various ranking 
devices for determining the relative merit of employees 
have all been successfully used in industrial practice, they 
suffer from certain limitations tb.a.t mu.st be carefully 
considered in actual application. The most serious of 
these limitations a.re: 
a.. It is difficult to j stif'y the rank order assigned to 
any given employee when questions are raised a.s to 
the fairness of the ranking. This is so because the 
comparisons that are made are necessarily of one 
person against all the others being ranked rather than 
against standards or established definitions. The 
absence of definite criteria. greatly increases the 
difficulty of justifying results of the ranking to the 
employee concerned. . 
179. 
b. Although ranking is relatively easy for the supervisor 
when he has only a small number of persons to deal wit:m., 
it becomes very difficult when large numbers of employees 
are involved. 
2. Essay- Rater indicates in writing his specific impressions 
of the employees, outling their strong a.nd weak points. This 
form has practical use in rating major executives a.nd 
professional personnel and has value that it requires specific 
impressions to be put in wr1 ting. However, such a. form would 
require considerable time to prepare, and its value is handi-
capped since raters vary in their ability to express them-
selves. 
3. Forced Choice Type - The rater chooses the moat applicable 
from a series of prepared statements to describe an 
employeets performance. The employee's rating will~ 
under this type, be determined by ~ing the scores 
representing the numberical values assigned to each state-
ment chosen. These scores are generally not known in ad-
vance by the raters. Tae LOMA merit rating plan which was 
studied in some detail used the Forced Choice method. While 
the plan achieved objectivity in rating, it possessed 
certain objectionable features such as requiring the rater-
to choose the most applicable degree of a long list of state-
ments for each trait, a procedure requiring considerable 
time and study. It uses a complex numerical scoring system 
and the rater is without knowledge of what the end score 
might be. It requires the use of from 6 to 20 pages to 
complete a rating on any individual (depending upon the 
number ~f traits selected as being applicable to the given 
job; its use has not proven to be popular among other 
companies which have merit rating syst·ems). 
4. scales - Rating plans that fall under the classification 
of scales exist in great variety and are far more widely used 
in industrial practice than any other rating method. Basi~ 
cally all such plans consist of a list of traits or attri-
butes, each being accompanied by a scale on which the rater 
is required to indicate the degree to which the employee 
possesses that trait or attribute and displays it in his 
work. The degrees may be indicated by numerical, alpha-
betical or descriptive designations. Most merit rating 
plans in use fall in the category of the scale type. This 
type is popular as a rating device because in principle 
and in mechanics of use it is readily understood. In 
addition, such scales are not time consuming. The plan in 
current use is a scale type. 
5. Field Review - A representative of the Personnel 
Department interviews supervisors and gives guidance,througa 
questions and discussions, in determining stro~ and weak 
points of employees and possible corrective andjor pro- . 
motional action to be taken. This method uses no standard-
ized rating form. It does not permit fine distinctions 
to be made betweenemployees. The objective is to stimulate 
the supervisor-to plan specific action rather than make 
a record of the employee's performance. 
After considering the different types of plans, it was the 
feeling of. the committee that continuance of the scale type 
was desirable provided certain modifications or developments 
of the present plan were made. The following modifications 
or developments were felt to be desirable. 
1. Fewer Factors - The present plan contains eleven 
factors, some of which overlap in meaning and not 
all of which are represented on the majority of 
Home Office jobs~ For this reason the committee 
selected the factors which they felt are common to 
all jobs, namely, Quantity of work~ Quality of Work~ 
Dependability, Cooperation and Attendance on whiaa 
all employees are to be rated. Additional factors, 
namely, Job Attitude, Knowledge of work, Judgment, 
Initiative, SUpervisory Ability, Effectiveness in 
Dealing with People and Adaptability were included 
to be used on an optional basis if applicable and to 
pin point training and developmental needs. 
2. Fewer Degrees of Each Factor - The present plan uses 
seven degrees of each factor. It is felt that such 
fine distinctions are impossible to make with any 
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degree of accuracy. The suggested plan uses only five 
degrees, namely, outstanding, Superior, Good, Acceptable 
and substandard. Each of these degrees is defined on 
the form and will be further expanded in a manual of 
instructions. 
3. Flexibility of scoring ~ The present plan uses a 
numerical scoring system in which all factors are 
assigned equal value or weight and in.which total 
numerical values are converted automatically into 
descriptive designation. It was the unanimous feeling 
of the committee that such a system imposes undesirable 
rigidity and makes it almost impossible for a rater to 
obtain an accurate overall performance rating. Much 
consideration was given to assigning different values 
or weights to each factor. various plans were developed 
by using different weights for different types of jobs. 
After due consideration, it was felt that such plans 
would prove administratively cumbersome and difficult 
to justify. For this reason, it was felt desirable to 
use no specific weightings but rather have each rater 
assess the relative importance of each factor for each job and use his judgment in determining the overall 
performance level without use of any numerical device. 
In such a way desired flexibility is obtained. The 
committee feels, however, that this approach requires 
good judgment and thorough understanding on the part 
of raters which can be obtained only through in-
tensive training of raters. 
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4. Greater Use in Development of personnel - The present 
f'orm includes general questions regarding weak and 
strong points·, suggestions for improvement, and an 
indication of whether employee may be considered as 
promotional material. Almost no worthwkile results 
were obtained from this section of the form. This 
may be due, in part, to the fact that supervisors 
have not had a clear understanding of' the possible 
uses which this section may have. Since development 
of personnel is a prime purpose of the merit rating 
program, the committee felt that greater empkasis 
skould be put on this aspect and has therefore 
provided for a special report for substandard em-
ployees as well as a detailed questionnaire for other 
employees which indicates specifically areas of im-
provement on present job as well as for future 
assignments. 
1~. 
INTERPRETATION OF RAOTORS 
A clear understanding of what each trait measures will be 
helpful in achieving uniformity in ratings. The following 
discussion of each trait is intended to serve as a guide to 
the rater in attaining that understanding and also to assist 
him in the determination of the degree to which an employee 
possesses the trait •. 
1. QUANTITY OF WORK - A reasonable quantity of work is 
expected from each employee. Generally, volume of 
work may be broken down into two types - that which is 
measurable against a standard and that which b.as no 
definite standard against which to measure. When 
production records are available or standards have been 
set, these aaould be used. When volume is not measurable 
against a standard, thi·s factor becomes less tangible 
and more difficult to rate. However, even in these 
cases, general levels of accompliattment may be estab-
lished. When measuring this factor, consider only the 
volume of work that the employee produces. 
Guide f'or Determining Level of' performance 
outstanding - Employee is an excep~ionally fast pro-
ducer; always turns out an unusual volume of' work. 
superior - Employee is a rapid producer; output ex-
ceeds standard requirement. 
Good - Employee is a steady producer; meets recognized 
at a.ndards. 
Acc~ble - Employee is a slow producer; outputmeets 
min · requirements of' volume of work produced. 
substandard ~ Employee is hopelessly show; output is 
consistently low and behind schedule. 
2. SUALITY OF WORK - This factor measures the extent to 
which work produced meets quality requirements of' 
accuracy, thoroughness and neatness. In rating this 
factor properly, one should have clearly in mind the 
answers to these questions. What is the acceptable 
number of errors allowable for satisfactory per-
formance? What are the requirements for neatness? 
For thoroughness? 
Guide for Determining Level of Performance 
outstanding - Employee is exceptionally accurate, 
thorough, and neat in his work. 
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superior - Employee is uniformly accurate, thorough and 
neat in &is work. 
Good - QUality of work meets standard requirements. Work 
is moderately neat and accurate. Gives satisfactory 
attention to details. 
Acceltable - Quality of work meets minimum requirements, 
usua ly acceptable. Employee is not eare~l to avoid 
repetition of errors. occasionally submits untidy 
work. noes not attend to details satisfactorily. 
substandard - Employee makes too many errors. Submits 
untidy work. Is inattentive to details. 
3. DEPENDABILITY - This factor measures the extent to Which 
an employee can be relied upon to fulfill responsibilities 
of his job and carry out work to a success~l conclusion 
despite odds which may present themselves. This factor 
reflects itself by the degree to which an employee may 
be counted on in emergencies or unusual situations, his 
success in completing each job without follow through 
by his superiors, his efforts to meet deadlines and 
schedules. 
Guide for Determining Level of performance 
outstanding - Employee feels highest sense of responsibility 
for his job and can always be counted on to follow through 
successfully irrespective of odds encountered. 
Superior - Employee is better than average in carrying 
out worR to successful conclusion. 
Good - Employee generally follows through on work; needs 
some help in unusual situations. 
Acceptable - Employee occasionally fails to fulfill 
responsibilities of job. May give up when the going gets 
rough. 
substandard- Employee feels no responsibility for job; 
ignores instructions. Gives up easily. 
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4. COOPERATION - This factor measures the extent to which 
an employee works with and for others. There are two 
groups of employees who should be considered~ those 
who work with a group or unit o£ people and those who 
work as individuals. Since those who work individually 
have some~ through limited~ working relations with 
others~ they may also be rated on this factor. This 
factor may be reflected by the degree to which an em-
ployee is willing to do his share of non-difficult or 
uninteresting work; how considerate he is of fellow 
workers; his. idea of give and take; his willingness to 
help others and share his knowledge with associates, etc. 
Guide for Determining Level of Performance 
outstanding - Employee is most accommodating; is ex-
tremely tactful and an exceptional team worker. 
superior - Employee goes out of way to cooperate; ex-
ceeds normal working relations with others. 
Good - Employee maintains satisfactory working relations 
with others. He is usually willing to help others when 
asked or share his knowledge withassociates. Possesses 
moderately good give and take attitude. 
Acceptable - Employee has some difficulty working with 
or for others~ sometimes assumes an offensive attitude 
or becomes quarrelsome. 
substandard - Employee wonrt or can't work with others. 
Tirows cold water on any group activity1 deliberately 
mi~derstands the motives of other people. Is an 
obstructionist. Is extremely quarrelsome. 
5. JOB ATTITUDE- This factor measures the employee's 
interest in his work. Employees who possess a real 
interest in their work are an asset to an organization 
since such an interest usually reflects itself in a 
desire to improve proficiency (through additional 
study 1 training~ etc.) and exercises a good influence 
on follow workers. 
Guide for Determining Level of Performance 
outstanding - Employee has an unusual degree of 
entkusiasm and interest in work; shows strong desire 
to improve his work efficiency. 
suaerior - Employee has a high degree 0~ enthusiarun 
an interest in his work. Uses some o~ his leisure 
time ~or the advancement o~ his work pro~iciency. 
Good - Employee shows a satis~actory interest in work. 
Acce~table - Employee somewhat indif~erent to job. 
Will ng just to get by. . . 
Substandard - Employee completely disinterested in 
work; indif~erent to the e~~ect his work habits may 
have on the attitudes o~ fellow employees; shows no 
interest in improving. 
6. KNOWLEDGE OF WORK - This factor measures the extent 
to which an employee un~erstands all phases of job. 
This trait is important in that it reflects training 
needs. 
Guide for Determining Level o$ Performance 
18Eh 
outstanding - Employee has a thorough knowledge o~ job. 
can nandle all phases of job and related matters with 
almost no direction. 
superior - Employee is well-informed on all phases o~ 
hiS job. Knows enough to go ahead and do the jobs 
assigned. 
Good - Employee has a satis~actory understanding of 
most phases of his work and closely related matters. 
Acceptable - Employee has a somewhat limited under-
standing of the job. Requires assiste.J:m. e. Needs 
additional training. 
Substandard - Employee has an inadequate understand-
ing of the job. Requires constant assistance. 
7. JUDGMENT - This factor measU.res the degree to which 
decisions or actions are sound. It is reflected by 
the extent to which an employee is able to analyze 
a situation, to weigh possible alternatives and re-
sults and to reach correct conclusions. 
Guide for Determining Level of Performance 
outstandi~ - Employee has a superior ability to 
reason in elligently. Uses sound judgment and 
reaches conclusions logically and rapidly. Makes 
exceptionally good decisions. 
Superior- Employee grasps situations readily and 
makes sound decisions. Has good common sense. 
Good - Employee is moderately successful in analyzing 
problems and reaching sound conclusions. 
Acceptable- Employee·sometimes makes immature 
decisions by jumping to conclusions. Sometimes has 
a poor sense of ~alues. 
substandard - Employee seriously lacks good judgment. 
Has no sense of values. Frequently makes wrong decisions. 
8. INITIATIVE - This .. factor measures the extent to which 
an employee using ingenuity works on his own in 
developing assignments on his job and getting things 
done. It also measures the extent to which an em-
ployee originates and develops constructive ideas as 
to new methods and procedures. 
Guide for Determining tevel of Performance 
outstanding - Employee is highly ingenious and resource-fUl; is alert to make excellent suggestions for improve-
ments in methods. 
superior - Employee is resourceful. Develops own 
assignments ably. Goes ahead and.~igures out difficult 
things for himself. Employee makes original contribution 
to the job. 
Good - Employee is reasonably progressive, wit~ some 
encouragement and assistance. Sometimes offers sound 
suggestions to improve job. Goes ahead reasonably 
well without having to ask many questions. 
Acceptable - Employee rarely suggests even though given 
encouragement and assistance. He relies heavily on 
others. 
Substandard - Employee lacks resourcefulness and in-
dependent thinking. Has no constructive ideas. 
9. SUPERVISORY ABILITY - This ractor measures tke degree 
of success an employee with supervisory responsibility 
has in leading and developing others and obtaining 
results through teem work of' his work group. By 
definition, only employees who are exe~cising super-
visory responsibilities should be rated on this ractor. 
Guide f'or Determining Level of' perrormance 
outstandinf - Employee is an outstanding leader. Ob-
the higliies morale and output rrom his work group. 
Exceeds in keeping work up to schedule. Is exception-
ally effective in the training and developing of' his 
employees. 
sulerior - Employee stimulates his employees to main-
ta n a high standard of' work. Leads with confidence 
and obtains high morale and output from his group. 
Employee is ef'rective in the training and development 
or ~is employees. Is thorough and laying out and 
assigning work so a~ to get the best results. Is 
effective in maintaining the work schedule. 
Good - Employee maintains satisfactory respect and 
eorifidence of' his subordinates. Employee lays out 
and assigns work so as to get the expected results. 
Meets but does not exceed schedule. Is moderately 
efrective in the training and development of' his 
employees. 
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Acceptable - Employee is reasonably erf'ective in the 
training and development of' his employees. Sometimes 
·has dirf'iculty in maintaining the respect and confidence 
or his employees. occasionally has dirriculty in lay-
ing out and assigning work so as to get best results. 
Meets minimum requirements in keeping up work schedule. 
Substandard - Employee lacks leadership ability. Is 
unable to train and develop others. Is unable to keep 
up work schedule. · 
10. EFFECTIVENESS IN DEALING WITH PEOPLE - This ractor 
measures an employee's effect on the people he contacts 
as a result of' disposition, tact, enthusiasm, sincer~ty, 
appearance, etc. Rate· on this ractor only waen job 
requires contacts withoutside public or varied con-
tacts within Company. 
Guide for Determining Level of performance 
outstanding - Employee creates excellent impression 
upon people he contacts. 
Superior -. Employee makes a very good impression. 
Good - Employee makes satisfactory impression. 
Acceptable - Employee usually makes accept~ble 
Substandard - Employee creates unfavorable impression. 
11. ADAPTABILITY - Flexibility in anorganization which is 
subjectto peak periods and varying demands is an im-
portant characteristic. Employees who possess the 
ability to adjust to rapidly changing situations and 
routines are of distinct value. Certain employees, 
though proficient, are slow to adjust to changes and 
thereby lessen their value to an organization. In 
rating on this factor, consideration may be given to 
the extent to which an employee becomes confused 
when work does not follow established pattern; the 
extent to which employee may be shifted from one 
assignment to another without.becoming upset, etc. 
Guide for Determining Level of Performance 
outstanding - Employee is exceptionally flexible and 
adaptable. Meets new situation with great ease. 
superior - Employee is quick to adjust to changes; 
is readily adaptable. 
Good - Employee adjusts to changes satisfactorily. 
May require guidance until new routines are well 
established. 
Acceptable - Employee is rather slow to adjust to 
changes. May become confused if procedures do not 
follow set pattern. 
substandard - Employee is extremely slow to adjust 
to changes. Becomes confused easily. 
189. 
12. ATTENDANCE AND PUNCTUALITY - This factor measures 
the employeels conscientiousness in respect to coming 
to work. Broad definitions and limitations of each 
degree of this factor are given below. At the 
discretion of the Supervisor~ however~ exceptions may 
be made where warranted by substantiating.facts. For 
example~ an employee with perfect attendance over 
a period of years, but with two weeks• absence due 
to serious illness may be rated Good even though the 
absences exceed the limitation of three days. 
Similar adjustments may be made for deaths in the 
family. The attitude of the employee and the time 
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and cause of absence should be given careful considera-
tion in rating this factor. 
Guide for Determining Level of Performance 
outstanding - Absent no days; attendance perfect. 
Superior - Absent one to five days; always for good 
reason. 
Good - Absent six to nine days; usually valid reason. 
Acceptable - Absent 10 - 15 days scattered throughout 
year, some of which are apparently unnecessary. 
substandard - Absent 16 or more days, frequently arcund 
week-ends and holidays, reasons often questionable. 
13. OVERALL EVALUATION OF EMPLOYEE's PERFORMANCE - No 
numerical scoring is used to determine the overall 
performance level since it is felt that the factors 
carry different degrees of importance depending on the 
type of job. Therefore, raters~ before assigning the 
overall rating must carefully analyze which fac~or or 
factors are most important in each job. If an em-
ployee is substandard in one of these factors, it will 
carry particular weight and this employee will 
probably be given an overall evaluation of substandard, 
on the other hand, if an employee is rated substandard 
on a factor which is felt to have less importance in 
the job, the overall rating may not be substantially 
effected by the substandard factor. In essence each 
rater must mentally assign different weights to each 
factor for each job and equate the overall evaluation 
on the basis of the relative importance which each 
f'actor assumes. 
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Forms Used by Company Z 
APPENDIX 0 
QUestionnaire Used in Survey 
EMPLOYE APPRAISAL 
D 
"CHARITABLE EFFECT": Another common tendency we must guard against PROCEDURE: Please fill out this form in duplicate (single copy in the Home UNKNOWN RATINGS: If you are unable to rate the person on an item, is that of rating people too high. The middle rating represents the normal, Office) and return it to the Personnel Manager in a confidential envelope. write "unknown" opposite the item and do not check a box. A blind gue~s average, Hardware employe. Rate your employe fairly, but do not over-rate. Carbon paper of appropriate size is available for preparing duplicates. may be very unfair, and is of no value. Employes in a training stat!ls will 
. COUNSELING: The main points of the counseling discussion you have with For each characteristic read the question or qualifying statement following usually be rated "unknown" under items B and C. , the employe should be recorded in the spaces at the end of this form. As the heading; then read the descriptions next to each box. Rate the employe "HALO EFFECT": Great care must be taken to consider each characteristic only the two most recent appraisals are kept, any remarks you want perm-by checking the box which most nearly describes him. It is not necessary separately, without reference to the others. There is a common tendency, called anently recorded should be entered on a sepa rate counseling report. 
that all parts of the phrase describe the person exactly. the "halo effect," which causes us to think of people as being all good FURTHER INFORMATION: A complete write-up of the meaning of each of While the entire period of time covered by the rating should be considered, or all bad, rather than as the combination of strengths and weaknesses they the characteristics and how they should be rated· is available from the Pers. due credit should be given for a trend toward improvement. However, do really are. This halo effect must be guarded against, and each characteristic Dept. Also, if you have any questions concerning the use of the form, please 
not be overly influenced by recent or unusual behavior. rated as if it were the only characteristic on which a rating is required. see the Pars. Mgr. 
Employe's Employe's 
Position 
Functional Appra iser's 
Position Name -----·-··--·LAST ······-----------·F1RsT ··-·----·-·MIDDLE INITIAL Office ·---·-··--··------·--··---·-·-·-----------------· Department Appraised by 
A. ALERTNESS: What mental alertness does he show in doing his job? 
Understands only the obvious and D 
routine aspects of his job. 
A little slow to understand any 
variation from the routine assign-
ment. Does not see the signifi-
cance of his duties to the total ef-
fort. 
D Normal understanding of the re-sponsibilities and importance of his job. D Quick to understand the responsi-bilities and importance of his job. D Usually displays keen and con-structive imagination, well beyond the nature and demand of his pres-
ent responsibilities. Alert to new 
and better ways of doing the job. 
D 
B. QUALITY OF SERVICE: What is the quality of whatever services he has performed on those jobs to which he has been assigned during the period covered by this rating? 
• Superior D Above average D Normal D Below average D Unsatisfactory D 
C. OUTPUT OR VOLUME: How much work has he done? Consider job requirements and opportunity. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
Unsatisfactory D Below average D Normal D Above average D Outstanding D 
PROMOTABILITY: (rate this item last): Would you promote him now to a more responsible or better job if he were available and you had the opportunity? 
Emphatically promote D D Present job about all he can handle D D Consider it favorably. now due to insufficient experience Inclined to demote him. 
or training or lack of potential abil-
Definitely will take action to de-
mote him unless he shows improve-
ment. 
INITIATIVE: How much drive and self-starting does he show on the job? 
Very little initiative. Depends upon D Rather slow to assume initiative. D 
supervisor to tell him the what, Seldom makes suggestions regard-
when, where, and how of every lng more efficient handling of his 
phase of the job. work. Below average self-starter. 
ity. 
Normal initiative and co-operative 
self-sufficiency in assuming the dut-
ies and responsibilities connected 
with. his job. 
DEPENDABILITY: How persistently does he follow through on work loads assigned to him by his supervisor? 
Exceptionally dependable perform- D Shows better than average persist- D Normal dependability and consci-
ance and conscientious follow- ence and reliability in his work. entious follow-through on the job. 
through. A hard worker. Can al- A conscientious employe. 
ways be relied upon to stick to the 
job. 
EMOTIONAL BALANCE: Are his emotional reactions those of a well-adjusted person? 
Poor emotional balance. May be D Below average emotional balance. D Average emotional balance. May 
touchy and supersensitive, and see May be sensitive and easily offend- show moderate worry occasionally. 
criticism or hostility wheie none is ed, or tend to worry too much. May Usually has his temper well con-
intended. May worry to excess lose his temper or show some feel- trolled. Seldom upset by pressures 
about real or imagined problems. ings of resentment or dejection. or reverses. 
May be unable to control his tem-
per. May be moody, resentful, or 
dejected. Thinks with his feelings 
instead of his head. 
D Considerable initiative and self-suf-ficiency. Better than average self-
starter in handling his work. May 
occasionally promote acceptable 
new ideas and techniques. 
D Usually drive and initiative in as-suming a maximum of responsibility for his job. May frequently promote 
acceptable new ideas and tech-
niques. 
Does he consistently act in the best interests of the Companies? 
D Tends to delay and wander in the D Unreliable follow-through. Close consistency with which he applies supervision necessary to keep him himself to the job. Or, may show at the job. Or, his conduct may 
D 
some undesirable traits of conduct. reflect discredit upon the Compan-
ies. 
Above average emotional balance. 
Rarely shows worry or anger. Re-
covers balance easily when he be-
comes disturbed. Tends to view 
his mistakes or reverses objectively 
and draws lessons from them for 
future use. Seems well adjusted. 
D Outstanding emotional balance. Withstands considerable pressure 
without losing his perspective. Does 
not show worry or become angry. 
Always self-controlled. 
D 
D 
D 
D 
H. REALISM: Does he recognize his personal strengths and weaknesses as they affect his probable future rate of progress in Hardware? (His answer to question number l on reverse side may show 
his realism.) 
Unusually realistic in his appraisal 
of his potentials for development 
and achievement. Sees clearly 
what actions he must take to help 
himself toward achievement. 
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D Better than average in matching his expectations with the level at which he is apt to succeed. Is aware of 
need to develop himself. 
D Normal degree of realism in sizing up his potentials for development 
and achievement. D Overrates himself somewhat. Self appraisal tends to exceed the achievement level at which he is 
apt to succeed. Inclined not to see 
what he needs to do to develop 
himself. 
Under-rates himself somewhat. Ex-
pectations tend to fall below the 
level at which he has the ability 
and potential to succeed. Shows 
lack of self-confidence. 
D 
D 
CODES lA B cl D To Be Entered -
By Payroll Clk • 
E 
His personal expectations far ex-
ceed the level at which he is apt to 
suceed. Doesn't recognize his lim-
itations. Has unlimited self-confi-
dence, unsupported by ability or 
performance. 
His personal expectations are con-
siderably below the level at which 
he has the ability and potential to 
succeed. Marked lack of self-eon-
fidence. 
D 
D 
FIG u-H--11 J K L I.!! N or--=-
(OVER, PLEASE) 
L ATTITUDE: 1ne vomparues r What is the attitude he has shown toward his work? . I How loyal 1s he to 
Poor attitude. Displays indiiference D 
or antagonism toward the Compan-
ies and his work. Has a "me first" 
viewpoint. Does not recognize his 
obligations to the Companies. 
little concern with g1vmg a fair 
measure of work each day. Obtains 
little satisfaction from his job. Slight 
interest in or loyalty to the Com-
panies. May resent requests for 
work outside regular routine. 
D Shows normal job satisfaction and an ordinary feeling of interest in Hardware Mutuals. Tries to give 
a good day's work each day. A 
cooperative person. 
D Better than average attitude and loyalty. Enjoys a good measure of job satisfaction. Always willing to 
do extra work when the need 
aris~s. 
D Exceptionally good attitude. A real D supporter of Hardware Mutuals. Enthusiastic interest in his work 
and the progress of the Companies. 
Glad to go out of his way to help 
others. Is an inspiration to others. 
J. SOCIAL INSIGHT: Does he understand the personalities, viewpoints, feelings and motives of people? 
Exceptional alertness to the motives, 
feelings and problems of people. 
Quick to sense and understand the 
basic viewpoints of others. 
D Good understanding of people. In-terested in the feelings of people. 
Better-than-average alertness to the 
motives and viewpoints that make 
the difference in people. 
D Normal understandin:J of people and their problems. Mililly concerned 
with the disappointments, view-
points a~d feelings of others. 
D Easily led to confuse externals with the real motives of people. limited 
understanding of the values, mo· 
lives, and behavior of others. 
D Little concern with the study of people. Usually unable to see 
viewpoints, feelings, and motives 
other than his own. 
D 
K. TACT: How tactfully does he use his social insight (see above) to influence others to accept and promote the viewpoints and values he represents? How skillfully does he "sell" his ideas? 
L. 
Usually tactless. Ineffective in slim· D 
ulating others to accept his view-
points and values. 
Below average success in stimula- D 
ling others through tact. Tends to 
be demanding, direct, and at a loss 
if others fail to respond readily with 
enthusiasm. 
KNOWLEDGE OF PERSONALITY: How· well do you know the personality, 
"opened up" to you, and how intimate and how frequent your contacts are. 
Have observed him closely in sltua- D Know his pattern of reacting fairly D 
lions where all important phases of well, so that I am seldom surprised 
personality have been clearly in by what he does. However, I still 
evidence. Feel I know thoroughly see new aspects of his personality, 
the general pattern of his reacting, new ways of thinking or emotional 
of his pattern of prejudices, fears, responding revealed occasionally. 
prides, etc. 
Normal concern with and success in D 
tactfully stimulating this associates 
toward acceptance !md promotion 
of his viewpoints. 
Alert to ways and means of gaining 
cooperation and building good will. 
Better-than-average success in tact-
fully motivating other people. 
0 Exceptional skill in motivating others toward a goal with a maximum of 
good will, respect, and enthusiasm. 
An unusually tactful person. 
D 
emotional, and mental !make-up of this employe? Consider the length of time you have known him, how much he has 
Know his personality moderately 
well. I understand ~ most of the 
every-day emotions dnd feelings he 
experiences. I can see some pattern 
In his behavior, bu~ many of his 
actions do not yet fit !the pattern. 
D Know only his outstanding person-ality traits. Have had limited op-
portunity to observe him, and can 
see his personality only as a num-
ber of events which form no pattern. 
D Do not know his personality. D 
M. KNOWLEDGE OF JOB PERFORMANCE: How well do you know the job performance of this employ~? Consider how long you have supervised him, how closely together you work, how closely you 
review his work. 
Do not know his job performance. D Have had limited opportunity to observe his job performance, and 
am only familiar with it in a gen-
eral way. 
D Know his job perfotance moder-ately well. Have so e idea of the 
standard of performance of his 
work, but am not cobfident I have 
him accurately judgJd. 
D Know his job performance well under most circumstances. Review 
his work so that I know approxi-
mately the work standard to be 
expected of him, as regards quan-
tity and quality of output, depend-
ability and initiative. 
D Have observed his job performance closely under all conditions. Am 
thoroughly f=illar with the quan-
tity and quality of work he does, 
and with the other factors which 
are important in doing a good job, 
such as dependability and initiative. 
D 
1. (a) Indicate this employe's immediate and long range (if any) goals in Hardware, showing the typeJ of positions he desires, locations he wants, etc ............................................................................................ _ .. _ 
................................................................ __________ ..................................................... __ ..................................................................... -----····------------------------------------······-·······-----------............... .,. .............................. _ .. _______________ ._.,. .. ________________ ... _ .................................................................................................................... ___ .................................................................................................. ______ _ 
......................................................................................................................................................................... _ .. ___ ..................................................................................... _ .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
(b) To what positions do you think he is now qualified for promotion (with reasonable training)? ...... , ..................................................................................................................................... _ .................................................. . 
........................................................................................................................................................................... _ ........................................................................................... _ ................................................................................................................................. ________ ,. __ ... _ .. ____________________ ........................................ ______ ,. .................................................................................................................. ___ .... ___ ,_.,. _______ .................................................................................. .. 
(c) Is this person now in a management position (one in which he supervises people)? ......... vEs oR No ......... If so, is there a replacement available for him if he were transferred or promoted? ........ ns oR No-.. ·-·-
2. Ask this employe: Would you be interested in moving from this office if you were offered a promotion in another of our offices?" .......... YEs oR No ·----------
(a) ''Where would you be willing to go?'' List all areas or offices ............................. -----------------------------.... - ...................................................................... ." ............................................................................................................... . 
3. COUNSELING SUMMARY (a) Summarize the discussion you have held with this employe based on, this appraisal, to help him improve. List briefly the suggestions you gave him for improvement, and 
what his reaction was. Unless the employe really understands and accepts what was discussed, the counseling is ineffective. (Enter on a separate counseling report any remarks you wish perma-
nently recordedi we keep only the two most recent appraisals.) ..................................................................... .1 .................................................................................................... -...... -.............................................................. ________ __ 
........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... _ ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ __ , ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ... 
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. -................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. _ ....................................................... ................................................................................................................................................................................................. ... 
..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... _ ............................................................................................................................................................................... .......................................................... _ ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... _ .... _ .. __ _ 
............................................................................................................................. _ .................................................................. J.. ........................................................................................... Date of this discussion: ................................ 19 ...... .. 
(b) What improvement has he shown on those points which were discussed with him in previous co seling? ....................................... -........................................................................................................................ ·-----·--
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ---·-·-····---······-·······-···············-·--·-·--------·····-··---~----·--········-····-------------·--------··········-·········-·---·········-·-------·····-··-·-···················-----········-·····-·----·-·············--·-··············--·-··· 
...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ----·-··-·--·-·····-··············--·-----·-························-····-················----·····--·-----·----·----------------···--------·······-------·····-···--·-·········-····-------·-···········--------·-------·-·············-··--------·····-······ 
REMARKS: (Enter only re~arks which cannot be reflected in the characteristics rated above) ............................................................................. -............. _ ................................................................................................................... .. 
................................................................................................................................................................................................. ______ .. ______ ,. ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ... 
195. 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Date: 
person Inter,r,ii·ewed: 
1. Name o:f company: 
2. Number of' Employees: 
3. Type of' System used: 
a. Graplaic Scales 
b. Man to Ma.n 
c. Ranking 
d. Check Lists 
e. Forced Choice 
:f. Miscellaneous 
4. How long Jaas system been in effect: Continuously? 
comments: 
5. Objectives and Results: 
a. Merit Wage Increases 
b. Promotions 
c. Layoff's 
d. Transfers 
e. Employee guidance 
f. Employee and public Relations 
6. Who are rated: 
a. Clerical 
b. Those who meet the public 
c. Maintenance and Guards 
d. supervisors 
e. Executives 
7. Is the same form used for all classes of employees? 
8. Do you have Job Evaluation? 
9. If so., is merit rating rttied intt with Job Evaluation? 
10. were job specifications or descriptions ~sed in determin-
ing the factors? 
11. Who drew up the plan and decided on the :factor:> s? 
a. committee 
b. Management., executives 
c. personnel Department 
12. Traits: 
a. No. of traits 
b. Objective traits used? 
Comments 
13. W-ao administers the system now? 
a. Officer with assistance of Personnel Dept. 
b. personnel Dept. No. of' people: 
c. Officer and committee 
14. Wkat training have administrators and committee had 
in job evahiat.ion and merit rating? 
15. scoring: 
a. Who scores? {1) rater 
(2) personnel Dept •. · 
b. on overall basis 
c. BY individual traits 
d. Any statistical studies of scores? 
e. Numerical or otherwise? 
Comments: 
16. Wlao rates: 
a. Immediate supervisor 
b. Department Head 
c. Both 
comments: 
17. Review: 
a. by Department Head 
b. by personnel Dept. 
c. Committee 
18. When reviewed has superior the right to change rating? 
19. Does tae employee have the right of appeal of unsatis-
factory rating or one that he feels is unjustified? 
20. How often is rating done: 
a. probational or new employees: 
b. Permanent employees 
c. Interim rates: outstanding achievements, at time 
of' transf'er, or promotion, or separation. 
comments: 
194. 
21. Are ratings discussed with employees? 
a. by Department Head 
b. by Personnel Dept. 
22. If not, are those aoing borderline or unsatisfactory 
work called in for interview: 
a. discussion 
b. warning 
23. If not, are ratings available for employees' scrutiny 
and discussed in the personnel Dept.? 
24. Employees: 
a. do they know officially about the system: 
b. do they ask to see their ratings and compare them: 
Co do they request interviews· about their !atings: 
Comments: 
25. Does personnel· Dept: 
a. file only 
b. review ratings by dept. 
c. provide for research with view: 
(1) to determining success 6f system 
(2) to determine accuracy of ratings given 
(3) for revision of rating form 
(4) to determine reliability of ratings given 
195. 
(5) to determine consistency and accuracy of ratings? 
comments: 
26. Is there a committee to review general results periodically? 
a. whether objectives met or not 
b. to decide any changes in policy necessary 
c. what further training is needed 
d. revision of traits ~n form, or system as whole. 
27. noes company consider present plan: 
a. entirely satisfactory 
b. contemplate fUrther study and revision 
c. unaatisfactopy,plan to discard 
comments: 
28. Raters 
a. were they trained 
b. how extensive was the training 
c. are overall ratings discussed with them 
regarding bias~ halo, etc. 
d. is retraining given 
comments: 
29. Promotability~ is it definitely provided for on form. 
30. Advantages of a Merit Rating System? 
31. Disadvantages? 
32. Has there been any estimate of costs? 
General Comments on System: 
196. 
